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RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commitrer oN Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 11:10 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. James C. Wright, Jr., presiding. 

Mr. Wricut. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Wricut. Back on the record. 

We have a request from the majority leader, Hon. John W. Mc- 
Cormack, that he be recorded as very much in favor of the enactment 
of both these bills: H. R. 6415 by Congressman Fogarty and H. R. 5945 
by Congressman Nicholson, both of which we shall consider today. 
He also requests that the record reflect that Mayor Francis J. Laher, 
of New Bedford, Mass., also wishes to be recorded as being in favor 
of the enactment of both of these pieces of legislation. 

If there is no objection, the record will so reflect. 

We are honored today to have with us our colleague and former 
member of this committee, Representative Donald Nicholson from 
Massachusetts. 

If you would come forward, Mr. Nicholson, and tell us whatever 
you would like to say about your bill, we will take yours up first. 
Congressman Fogarty is not here at the moment. We will begin with 
consideration of the bill H. R. 5945. 

(H. R. 5945 follows :) 


[H. R. 5945, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the construction of protective measures in the city of New Bedford 
and the town of Fairhaven, Massachusetts, to afford hurricane tidal flood protection for 
New Bedford, Fairhaven, and Acushnet, Massachusetts 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for hurricane tidal flood 
protection for New Bedford, Fairhaven, and Acushnet, Massachusetts, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the division 
engineer, New England, Division, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in 
his report dated February 8, 1957, as such may be modified by the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated 
cost of $15,490,000: Provided, That this authorization shall expire five years 
from the date on which local interests are notified by the Department of the 
Army of the requirements of local cooperation, unless said interests shall within 
said time furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that the 
required cooperation will be furnished. 

Src. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Nicholson. 
359 








360 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD NICHOLSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Nicuotson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think that the committee is quite familiar with this proposition 
anyway as we were here a couple of years ago. 

I have just written out a little something here I would like to put 
in the record. I am more than grateful for your cooperation giving 
us a hearing on these propositions, which means so much to several 
communities. From all reports that have been issued by the United 
States Army engineers, and everyone connected with this proposition, 
we believe that we have a solution to take care of these communities in 
the event of another hurricane or flood. 

This proposition is to build breakwaters and have a tide gate. Un- 
doubtedly there is hardly a matter that has been before this committee 
that has had more investigation than this one. People in the district 
are thoroughly acquainted with this project. Hearings were held in 
New Bedford and Boston several times. Both Representative Martin, 
of Massachusetts, and Democratic floor leader of the House, Mr. 
McCormack, have reiterated time and again that they are very much 
in favor of this proposition. 

Hon. Christian A. Herter, who was Governor of Massachusetts at 
the time of the last flood, was very much interested and wanted some- 
thing done. He isnow Under Secretary of State. 

The present Governor of Massachusetts has given his unqualified 
support to this proposition. 

General Fleming, who was then division engineer in Boston, gave 
us invaluable service and advice in this matter and I am pretty posi- 
tive that the Corps of Engineers are in agreement. 

When we had our last hurricane in August 1954, the President of 
the United States, who is still the President, offered to do everything 
he could to help out during these disasters, and here is an opportunity 
where the President can and ought to do something about these terrible 
catastrophies we have. And if there is an opportunity, we ought to 
grasp it. 

There is a monetary consideration, too, because we lost in the New 
Bedford-Fairhaven Harbor about $30 million in the last hurricane. 
In the event we have another hurricane, these businesses that have to 
spend so much money to get back on their feet again probably would 
not do it and we may have a ghost city of the third or fourth largest 
city in Massachusetts. 

In the hurricane before this last one, the 1954 one, we had 19 people 
drown in my town alone. So it is a pretty serious matter. 

As I said before, if this were accomplished, we feel quite sure there 
would be no loss of life and practically no loss of property. 

I depend a great deal, as far as I am concerned, on the United States 
Army engineers and what their thoughts are on it. I know they can 
answer any technical questions that the committee might want to ask. 

I know that all the representatives of New England and the gover- 
nors of New England met in Boston and discussed these matters 
thoroughly and got extra appropriations to look into the things. I 
do not think that after paying out all the money that we have for 
surveys, and so forth, and engineering—we ought not to waste it. We 
ought to at least try to accomplish something. 
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This is probably a new thing, the breakwater and tide gate, but 
everybody who has looked in on it seemed to be of the opinion that 
it will work. If it does work, it will save millions and millions of 
dollars and the lives of a great many people. 

Of course, I suppose there is some engineer who can point out where 
this would be, but it would be up across on the Fairhaven side, a dike; 
a dike on this side [indicating]; and a gate in the middle, so in the 
event of a hurricane or flood coming the tide gate could be closed and 
we would have the dikes built high enough so that the water would 
not goin. What is backed up would not amount to anything because 
it goes in the Nantucket Sound and the ocean and would not make 
that much difference [indicating] in the rise of the water on that side 
of the dike. 

I do not know as there is anything further that I want to tell the 
committee. As I said before, there are plenty of literature and files 
here about this whole matter. I know that letters were written and 
reasons given to Mr. Buckley; they were addressed to Mr. Buckley 
because he was chairman of the Committee on Public Works. 

Mr. Wrient. Mr. Nicholson, did I understand you to say that New 
Bedford is the third or fourth largest city in Massachusetts ? 

Mr. Nicwotson. Well, in the last census, it had dropped some, but 
I think other cities have. Boston was the biggest city, then Worcester, 
then New Bedford, and then Fall River, and I think then Springfield 
and then Lawrence. It was up on top as being one of the largest cities 
in the State. 

Mr. Wrent. As highly concentrated population center as this is, I 
assume great property damage was sustained as a result of the recent 
tidal wave or hurricane, and that you have discovered a terrifying 
uncertainty among the citizens who live there in fear of a repetition. 

Mr. Nicworson. That is right in a way, but of course New Bedford 
is still on kind of a hill or series of hills and, of course, the river on 
either side creates a water valley. But so far as life is concerned, 
where the people lost their lives, it was in some places at the beaches. 
But most of these—well, Fairhaven and New Bedford and Acushnet 
are not bothered too much by that. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Page is here from the Corps of Engineers, and 
in a little while we will hear from him. I dare say he will have the fig- 
ures on the matter of property loss that is estimated that can be averted 
by the construction of these proposed facilities. 

Are there questions on my right, Mr. Clark? 

Mr. CriarKk. No questions, Mr. Chairman, except that I am sure that 
Mr. Nicholson is aware that we will do everything we can to help him 
in his predicament. 

Mr. Nicuoxtson. Well, I am grateful, Mr. Clark, for those remarks. 

Mr. Wrieut. Questions on my left, Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend Mr. Nichol- 
son upon the diligence with which he has acted in this whole problem. 
We know that he has represented people of his area very effectively 
in urging that this problem be expedited and solved as rapidly as 
possible. I think all the members of the committee are basically 
sympathetic, taking steps that can properly be done to solve problems 
of this kind. 

Mr. Nicuorson. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is a 
kind of privilege to be here and have somebody ask me a question 
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and have something to say, because when I was on this committee I 
was the last one down there and nobody ever paid much attention to 
me. 

Mr. Wricut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Wrieurt. Back on the record. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that the right end and 
left end are important in every football game and they used to be 
important in minstrel shows, too. 

Mr. Nicholson, is that right ? 

Mr. Nicuotson. Well, I learned to let them go around me. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. ScowEncev. Mr. Chairman, ‘may I express my feelings in this 
matter. Even though you may have been on the left end where I 
served with you, very close to you, I felt at times you were not being 
paid attention to very much. But I do want to assure you and the 
people you represent that your presence was noted then and your 
work in the House of Representatives was appreciated in more than 
one way. I know the committee will give serious consideration to 
your interest and concern in this regard. 

Mr. Nicuorson. It is very nice of you to say that and I appreciate 
it. 

Mr. Wricur. Mr. Byrne? 

Mr. Byrne. Nothing further. 

Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Robison ? 

Mr. Rosison. Mr. Chairman, maybe since I am the new left end 
here, this may have appeared in previous reports, but I am interested 
in the prior occasions, the frequency of damage from this problem. 

Tias it been fairly often in the past 10 years or 15 years? 

Mr. Nicworson. The floods? 

Mr. Ropsison. Yes. 

Mr. Nicuoison. Well, no; we may not have another one, I do not 
know. 

I was born in Wareham, that is right close to this place here—part 
of Buzzards Bay—and we had never had a hurricane up to 1938; I 
think it was the first one we had had. We have had two since then. 
But previous to that time, there had never been one in my day, and 
that 1s 50 years or more. 

Mr. Rogison. You have had three instances, then, including the 
1938 one, of damage to this locality ? 

Mr. Nicuoxtson. Yes. 

Mr. Wricut. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Nicholson. We 
appreciate your coming to be with us. 

Mr. Nicxotson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Carter Page, I believe, is here to represent the 
Corps of Engineers. 

f you will come, take the chair there, Mr. Page, you might proceed 
with your explanation of the project. 
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STATEMENT OF CARTER PAGE, CHIEF OF PLANNING DIVISION, 
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Page. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Carter Page. I am Chief of the Planning Division, 
Civil Works, Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Gentlemen, this is the first of a series of reports and studies which 
the Corps of Engineers has made in response to Public Law 71 of 
the 84th Congress. You may recall that was the authority to study 
the effects of hurricane-driven floods along the entire eastern coast 
and gulf coast with the idea of developing possible means of alleviat- 
ing these flood damages. The New Bedford project and study is the 
first, as I said, of these we have been able to develop. 

The project itself is for the protection of the city of New Bedford 
which, as Congressman Nicholson indicated, suffered very heavy dam- 
ages in the 1954 hurricane-driven flood. In the report which we 
have prepared, we made a very careful study of the flood occurrences 
from hurricanes on the New England coast. We were assisted in 
that study by the Weather Bureau particularly. There are records 
stemming back to 1935, naturally very fragmentary records, of 
storms of this character along in the New England area. 

As the Congressman indicated, in this particular area we have 
had 2 or 3 of these destructive hurricanes and floods within the ve 
recent past. The damages from the 1954 hurricane in New Bedfor 
were in the neighborhood of $26 million in this one area. 

We have developed a plan for protection for this area which in- 
volves a land dike in the Clark Cove area extending over to the high 
ground, a land dike along the harbor shore, and a barrier across 
New Haven Harbor with a navigation opening which will be closed 
by gates during hurricane seasons or rather on the advent of a hurri- 
cane. Extending over to the land to the east is what we call the 
Fairhaven dike. 

Mr. Batpwin. Can I ask how these gates actually close and open ? 

Mr. Pace. They are sector gates, which swing back into the ends 
of the barrier. 

You see that small opening there [indicating map] is a 150-foot 
opening for navigation. The gates are operated to swing from the 
ends of the dike and then close just as a lock gate closes to guard 
against the hurricane surge. 

Mr. Batpwin. Are the gates going to be strong enough that they 
will be fairly safe from being Soles by the force of a hurricane 
wave ¢ 

Mr. Pacer. Yes, sir; they will be. 

Mr. Scuwence.. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wricnr. Yes, Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwencex. I would like to ask a question if I may. 

These dikes are land dikes, filled with earth ? 

Mr. Page. It is an earth-filled dike with very strong rock cover. 


93451—58—pt. 2——-2 
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Mr. Scuwencet. Based upon what you know and upon experience 
no doubt, do you anticipate any great maintenance cost after these 
will be built if they are built? 

Mr. Pacer. The maintenance cost is substantial. As I recall, it runs 
on the average of about $55,000 a year. We anticipate that there will 
be need for continuing maintenance on our experience with the break- 
waters in other areas. 

Mr. Scuwencet. How long an area is that in miles, or feet, or 
yards? 

Mr. Pacer. It is 4,430 feet across the harbor, that is including the 
end dikes. The dike and seawall at Clark Cove is 5,900 feet long. 

Mr. Scuwenceu. Now, is the proposal that the community take 
care of its maintenance costs ? 

Mr. Pace. Pardon me, sir? 

Mr. Scuwencet. Would the community be obligated to assume the 
maintenance costs or would that be part of the Federal Government’s 
obligation ¢ 

r. Pace. The community, the local people, will be required to take 
care of the maintenance on the Clark Cove dike, and the Fairhaven 
dike; the Federal Government will maintain the dike across the har- 
bor because of the navigation opening and facility, and the cost to 
local people has been increased by the amount of maintenance which 
the Federal Government assumes for that dike across the harbor. 

Mr. Scuwencet. In other words, the Federal Government main- 
tains only the area where the gates are ? 

Mr. Pace. And the maintenance of the dike itself. 

Mr. Wricut. May I ask a question at this point? I understood 
you to say that the local share of the cost had been increased com- 
mensurate with the Federal Government’s responsibility in maintain- 
ing that share of the project. How was that arrived at? 

Mr. Paar. I would like to explain that, sir. 

The total cost of this project is $17.2 million. As we have now 
recommended, the Federal share would be $15,490,000. That leaves 
a local share of $1,710,000. Out of that $1,710,000—this is our pres- 
ent estimate—there is a cash contribution of $1,560,000, which repre- 
sents the capitalized value of the maintenance of the dike and gates. 

Now, that was arrived at this way, Mr. Chairman: We considered 
these projects for protection against hurricane floods in the same light 
as we have projects for normal flood protection. We felt that it did 
not maxe any difference whether you got wet from salt water or fresh 
water, you were still wet. 

Under the flood-control acts, which were our guide, local interests 
are required to provide lands and rights-of-way and maintenance and 
operation of the structures. So, therefore, we felt that maintenance 
should be a local responsibility. 

In this case, however, where navigation structure was involved, we 
felt that the Federal Government should actually perform that main- 
tenance, but that the cost should be by the local people. 

Mr. Wricur. I believe you mentioned awhile ago that the losses 
sustained during the 1954 flood amounted to something like $26 
million. 

Mr. Page. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wricut. At $55,000-a-year-maintenance cost, you can maintain 
them for about 500 years before you expend that sum. 
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Mr. Page. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Page, as I understand from this report, you 
estimate the benefit-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1? 

Mr. Page. That is correct. 

Mr. Baxtpwiy. Let me ask this question now. This is purely an 
informational question. I can understand how you would compute 
the benefit-cost ratio on flood-control projects on rivers that flood 
periodically and therefore there is a history of quite a number of 
years, every 3 years there is a certain type of flood; every 5 years, a 
more intense flood; and every 10 years, a greater intense flood. As 
I understand it, the problem of hurricanes is that this particular 
type of hurricane hits once, that is, a hurricane of this magnitude 
hit once. Now, how do you mechanically go about computing the 
benefit-cost ratio under this set of circumstances ? 

Mr. Page. I think I can answer that. If I cannot, I will ask one 
of the gentlemen who are more familiar than I to answer. 

We are confronted with quite a different problem here, as you sug- 
gest, from the normal river type of economic analysis. 

We first went to the Weather Bureau and they made rather exten- 
sive studies for us on the patterns, tracks of hurricanes over the past, 
and what might be expected in the future. They tried to estimate 
for us a possible design hurricane which, incidentally, was larger; it 
turned out to be larger than the one in 1954 and would have caused 
much more damage. On that basis, with their help, we tried to assign 
some kind of frequency to these hurricane occurrences. In other 
words, we had to make the best assumptions we could and we felt that 
the assumptions we used as to frequency were—we tried to make them 
conservative. It is a field where you really do not have any firm 
basis for saying that they have any particular frequency. 

Mr. Batpwin. You say you took and assumed a frequency for 
purposes of making this computation. 

What is the frequency, then, that you assumed ? 

Mr. Pace. May I answer your question this way, that we finally 
boiled it down to this, that if hurricanes equivalent to those that 
occurred in the last 50 years would reoccur over the next 50 years, 
which we normally use as the period of economic analysis for our 
projects, that a total of preventable damage of $59,420,000 would 
occur. That was based on the records of three hurricanes in that 
period. This provided an average annual damage of $1,880,000 
plus some additional benefits due to evacuation, and we can compare 
those damages preventable with our costs on an annual basis, 

Mr. Batpwrn. In other words, you considered a 50-year frequency 
as the basis upon which your computations were made? 

Mr. Pace. What is right. In other words, what would occur within 
a 50-year period if your experience in the past repeated itself? 

Mr. Batpwin. I have one other question, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. I notice the letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Army says: 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of the report to Congress; however, it recommends that the project not be 
authorized until there has been an opportunity to review further the implications 
of the new Federal program of hurricane flood protection proposed by the Chief 
of Engineers. The Bureau of the Budget also states that, in view of the pre- 
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dominantly local character of the anticipated benefits, it is considered especially 
important that further study be given to the degree of non-Federal participation 
in the cost of such projects. A copy of the letter from the Bureau of the 
Budget is enclosed. 

Do you have any comment on this paragraph ? 

Mr. Pace. Yes; I would be glad to. As a matter of fact, I intended 
to bring that up in testimony before you. 

When we were first confronted with this type of project and with 
the problem of trying to devise some protection from hurricanes, we 
were in somewhat of a quandary knowing what procedure to follow 
as to the division of cost between the Federal Government and local 
interests. 

We considered various possibilities but finally came back to the fact 
that flood-control law was the only guide that we had which had been 
established by Congress. 

In this case and in Narragansett Bay, there was no question of large 
land enhancement which would normally require some local coopera- 
tion, so we finally said we will require what is normally required 
under flood-control law. 

We had discussed this matter with the Bureau of the Budget and 
they were uncertain about it, I think primarily because they feared 
that the Federal Government might be getting into an extensive pro- 
gram of protective works against hurricanes along the entire coast. 

We recognized that paaniinalaty. but could not see any other basis 
for any recommendation other than that which we made. 

We also felt that the program of hurricane protection would prob- 
ably be quite limited. There are relatively few places like New Bed- 
ford and Narragansett Bay where for physical reasons you can pro- 
vide dikes and barriers, so that actually the work that we can do to 
protect communities along the coast is quite limited. In other words, 
we did not fear the extent of the program that I think the Bureau 
of the Budget did. 

Mr. Batpwin. In follow up on that one question, the Bureau of the 
Budget’s letter, which is in this report, is dated August 1, 1957. 

To your knowledge, has there been any change in the Budget 
position since that time? 

Mr. Pace. No, sir; I know of no change. 

Mr. Batpwin. That is all I have. 

Mr. Wrieut. It is the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers 
that this bill be enacted ? 

Mr. Page. Yes, sir; we have recommended this project. 

Mr. Wrient. Are there further questions, Mr. Clark? 

Mr. Crarx. No. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Schwengel? 

Mr. Scuwence.. No. 

Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Byrne? 

Mr. Byrne. No questions. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Robison ? 

Mr. Rosison. No. 

Mr. Wrieut. Thank you very much, Mr. Page. 

I think perhaps we may proceed to consideration of the next bill. 

Mr. Fogarty has arrived. If you will stay with us for just a little 
while, Mr. Page, we will again hear from you. 
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We are honored to have in our presence Congressman Fogarty, 
whom we all know and respect. 

If we turn to the bill H. R. 6415, authorizing construction for the 
protection of the Narragansett Bay area against hurricane tidal 
flooding, we will take this bill under consideration. 

(H. R. 6415 follows :) 


(H. R. 6415, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing certain construction for the protection of the Narragansett Bay area 
against hurricane tidal flooding 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the protection of the 
Providence, Rhode Island, area against hurricane tidal floods by the construction 
of a barrier at Fox Point on the Providence River is authorized substantially 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Division Engineer, New England 
Division, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in his report dated February 
15, 1957, as such may be modified by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors and the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated initial cost to the United 
States of $16,180,000. 

SEc. 2. The project for the general protection of the Narragansett Bay area 
from hurricane tidal floods by the construction of a series of Lower Bay barriers 
is authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Division Engineer, New England Division, Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, in his report dated February 15, 1957, as such may be modified by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief of Engineers, at an 
estimated initial cost to the United States of between $67,000,000 and $105,000,000. 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Mr. Wricut. Let me mention at this point that Mr. Forand has 
introduced a similar bill, H. R. 6416, and had planned to be with us, 
but due to illness was unable to be here. Therefore, we shall simply 
consider these bills together. 

Mr. Fogarty, let me say how happy we are to have you with us, 
sir. If you will proceed, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN FOGARTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Fogarry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
sorry that I was delayed. I have been holding hearings on the 
appropriation bill for Health, Education, and Welfare and we were 
detained with some witnesses who took a little more time than I 
thought they would. I will not take as much time as they did with 
me with you people. 

I am very happy to appear with my friend, Mr. Nicholson, on my 
right, who is a neighbor of mine in nearby Massachusetts, and appear 
with him in asking for your consideration of these two bills, the one 
in the New Bedford-Fairhaven area and also the one in Narragansett 
Bay and the city of Providence, because they are in the same loca- 
tion and they are for the same purpose; they are similar constructions 
and they cost about the same amount of money. 

But in this particular bill that I am interested in, it was authorized 
3 years ago to do the planning. I think the President had just 
about signed the bill when we had the appropriation bill for Public 


Works before us and we were able to get $1 million put into the bill 
the day the President signed the authorization for the plans, draw- 
ing the plans for these projects in Narragansett Bay area. 
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‘ Then the next year we gave them additional funds, because of the 
complexity of the problem and because of the newness of the problem 
as told to us by the engineers; it took a little more time than they 
anticipated. 

We thought that these plans would have been completed by the end 
of 1956, but they were not completed until February of last year I 
believe. Then, as you know, the States concerned had to be consulted 
and they had to go along with this plan of the Army engineers; and 
also the various governmental agencies were consulted and they all 
agreed that this would not do them any harm—lInterior, and maybe 
the others concerned. 

If we had been able to get the plans from the Army engineers 2 or 
3 months earlier, we would not be before you today; we would have 
been before you a year ago when you were considering the omnibus 
authorization for public-works construction. But because, as I said, 
of the complexity of this particular type of project, it took them a 
little longer than they anticipated, although I am sure Congress gave 
them every cent that they could use in planning this structure, and 
I know that we were a little more liberal with them. We gave them 
$400,000 more than they asked for to make sure that they completed 
these plans. But they were still a little late as far as getting this bill 
before you in time to get included in the omnibus appropriation bill. 

Now, I assume Mr. Nicholson has told you of the dangers and the 
damage that has been done to this area, especially since 1938, when we 
suffered one of our worse hurricanes in history. In the city of Provi- 
dence, which has the major industry in the State of Rhode Island, we 
have about 500 acres right in the city of Providence, and that is 
where most of our banks and leading business firms are. In 1938, that 
whole center of the city was covered with about 6 or 7 feet of water, 
right in downtown Providence. We lost many lives and millions and 
millions of dollars worth of damage was caused in that 1938 hurricane. 

Since 1938, we have had 3 or 4 and the last one you remember, 
Carol, did considerable damage to all of the entire east coast, in- 
cluding the nearby Washington and Pennsylvania area, and that did 
considerable damage, too. 

It seems to me that since 1938 we have had more storms coming from 
a southeasterly direction than we have ever had before. In other 
periods of history in New England, we always were concerned with a 
northeaster, whether it be rain or snow. A snowstorm coming from 
the northeast was one of the most severe storms we could look forward 
to. Also they used to say all the time when the wind was in the 
northeast, that was a sure sign of rain. But our land protected us 
from severe damage from these northeastern storms. 

But the mouth of Narragansett Bay faces the path of all hurri- 
canes emanating from the southeastern section of this country, and 
it seems to me that we have had more in the last 15 or 20 years than 
we have had in any 200-year period before in that area. 

The only way the Army engineers tell us we can prevent similar 
damage in case of another hurricane—no one knows or no one can 
predict when another one is going to come—is to have this type of 
structure built right outside the city of Providence in the upper part 
of Narragansett Bay. 

That is only one portion of this project. We have other barriers 
in the lower bay that we think are necessary also, but we are not ask- 
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ing for your consideration at this time because the Army engineers 
have not been able to complete their studies. There are still many 

roblems in the lower bay barrier that we think would have to be 
uilt in order to protect the entire bay. 

All we are talking and speaking for at this time is for your con- 
sideration in having this particular dam built that will protect the 
property and the lives of the people in that area because there is not 
much anyone can do when a hurricane of that force, of 1938 or 1954, 
descends on a community like that. There is not much you can do 
about it unless you have a structure like this. 

We have got to assume it has happened in the past and it is going 
to happen in the future. Unless we build something like this, many 
lives are going to be lost and millions of dollars of damage are going 
to be had in the case of another hurricane. 

Mr. Wrieur. Thank you. 

I would like to say, Mr. Fogarty, that we have admired your tire- 
less work on the important Appropriations Committee. You serve 
as chairman of a very important subcommittee, and your diligence 
in representing the people of your own area is evidenced by your 
coming before us today to argue for the enactment of this legislation. 

I note in the report of the Secretary of the Army, benefit-to-cost 
ratio on this proposed construction would come to 2.37 to 1, which on 
the surface appears to be a highly economical and justifiable project. 

Mr. Foearry. It is over double that which the Appropriations 
Committee has considered to be a worth while project. I think the 
Appropriations Committee and the Public Works Subcommittee, of 
which I also happen to be a member, have taken the stand that a 
project, to be worthwhile, ought to have at least 1.2, I think it is. The 
2 of these together are 2.3, but the 1 in Providence I think is over 
that; it is 3.-something. 

Mr. Wricut. Are there questions on my right, Mr. Clark? 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Chairman, the only thing I can add to this very 
comprehensive report that Congressman Fogarty has just given us is 
that we are certainly understanding as far as his predicament is con- 
cerned in his locality. We will do everything we can in order to 
speed up the actions of our committee so that you can do the same on 
your part. 

Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join with you in 
commending the gentleman from Rhode Island, Mr. Fogarty, on the 
diligence with which he has represented the people of his district in 
bringing to the attention of Congress the urgency of this problem. 

Mr. Fogarty, I have one question. As I understand your testi- 
mony, section 2 of your bill therefore is not being advocated for con- 
sideration at this time? 

Mr. Focarry. No; it is not, because the Army engineers have been 
unable to complete their planning in this particular area and so we 
have decided to go head with just the first part of the bill and forget 
the second part at this time. 

Mr. Batpwin. As I understand it, on section 2, which is being de- 
ferred, the Navy Department has also indicated they would like to 
have further studies made ? 

Mr, Forcarty. Negotiations are still going on between the Army 
engineers and the Navy Department. I am not going to bore you 
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with those details. I think that a little more effort on the parét of 
each might get agreement as far as that eastern-bay barrier is con- 
cerned, between the Navy and the Army engineers. I understand it 
can be straightened out. 

Mr. Batpwin. Do you have any comments on this comment of the 
Bureau of the Budget, “All these projects should be deferred pend- 
ing further study of the whole matter” ¢ 

Mr. Fogarty. Only this, to say that that might have been soa year 
or 2 ago but I do not know about out in your area or in California, 
but up my way we have a lot of people out of work right now. This 
would certainly be a real good, substantial public-wor rks project that 
would supply work for a lot of people in that area, and also save lives 
and damage to property in the future. 

I think it is a real constructive piece of public works that will not 
only supply jobs, but will prevent loss of life and the loss of property 
in future hurricanes. I think that is the kind of public-works proj- 
ect that we ought to be getting into now. 

I would hope that you would agree with that. That is why I do 
not go along with the Bureau of the Budget. And I know you know 
from your experience with me in the Appr opriations C ommittee that 
I have disagreed with the Bureau of the Budget on many, many 
occasions, especially in the building and operation and maintenance 
of schools in areas that you have been so interested in. 

Mr. Batpwin. I fully agree with the gentleman from Rhode Island 
and I do not always agree with the Bureau of the Budget either. 

I was purely asking the question for information, not from any 
indication that I was in any way supporting the position of the 
Bureau of Budget. 

Mr. Fogarty. I understand. 

Mr. Wrient. Mr. Schwengel ? 

Mr. Scuwencev. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add my little 
commendation to those my colleagues have been saying. 

I admire your work in Congress in many areas, and I assure you I 
have a very vital interest in the problem, as you have, coming from 
an area where we also have floods. 

I would like to suggest we have a committee studying the fre- 
quency of floods in our area. We indicate an increase in recent 
years. The geology department in the University of Iowa and the 
‘Weather Bureau indicate there are reasons for this. We look forward 
to further study increasingly in years ahead. I think here is a 
matter we are concerned about and ought to know more about. 

Mr. Fogarty. I remember your help in trying to get increased 
appropriations for research for the Weather Bureau for these specific 
purposes 2 or 3 years ago and we were able to get the Bureau of the 
Budget’s hemes increased. It was accepted, as you remember, by 
the committee without a floor fight that year of $1.5 million to in- 
crease the budget for research and for the Weather Bureau. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Right. 

Mr. Focarry. I think that has paid off; has it not ? 

Mr. Scuwencew. I am sure it has. 

Mr. Wrieur. Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to reiterate the state- 
ments that have been made, but I think our colleague, Mr. Fogarty, 
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has made a very sound, logical, serious presentation and is to be 
commended. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Robison. 

Mr. Rostson. I have nothing further. 

Mr. Wrieut. Thank you very much, Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Focarry. I appreciate your taking the time to hear us. It has 
been kind of exasperating for some of our people in our area to— 
well, you know, when you own a lot of property and your lives are 
in danger, working in a city like Providence, when another hurricane 
can come up and wipe out many lives and do such tremendous dam- 
age, they get a little impatient with us about the progress that we 
are making. 

We tried our best to give the Army engineers, as far as appro- 
priations are concerned, all the money they could use so that there 
would not be any handicap there in order to get these plans com- 
pleted and in before Congress. I am only sorry that we had to ask 
you for a special hearing. I had hoped that we could have handled 
this a year ago when the omnibus bill was up, but our hands were tied 
because of the delay in the Army engineers getting this report through 
and completed at that time. That is the only reason we aad for your 
consideration at this time with the hope that if the full committee 
would approve these projects, we might, with your consideration, offer 
an amendment on the floor when the omnibus bill is up, to include it in 
the omnibus bill. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wricur. Thank you, Mr. Fogarty. 

Now, if the members will bear with us just for a minute, I think 
perhaps we can hear Mr. Page briefly in regard to this project and 
rv make it over to the floor in time to take part in the deliberations 

ay. 

Mr. Page, if you will come forward. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF CARTER PAGE, CHIEF OF PLANNING DIVISION, 
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Page. I can be very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say to begin with that I regret that we have been delayed 
in completing our os on this important study. About all I can 
say is it was a very difficult study and it just took time. 

For one thing, we had to make a complete model of the Narragan- 
sett Bay area and make experiments because we saw no other way of 
working it out. 

In brief, the plan of improvement as proposed provides for barriers 
first at Fox Point, at the head of the Providence River, which will 
protect the main part of the city of Providence where 35 percent of all 
the damage from the 1954 hurricane occurred. That hurricane caused 
$92 million worth of damage in the Narragansett Bay area. 

The remainder of the plan, which, as Mr.-Fogarty indicated, we 
have been unable to recommend, provides for barriers of a similar 
nature at the lower bay except they provide for navigation openings, 
primarily for the purposes of the Navy. 
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We have not been able to recommend the lower barriers because of 
these unresolved problems, but are continuing our studies. One major 

roblem is the width of opening that will Se required by the Navy. 

hat will have an important bearing on how much they will cost and 
the engineering feasibility. In addition, there are problems connected 
with the fisheries and pollution in the bay which we have not yet 
been able to resolve. However, we do recommend strongly the so- 
called Fox Point barrier, which will prevent most of the damages in- 
volved. 

The cost of this project is $16,180,000 Federal, and the non-Federal 
cost for lands, relocations, and so forth, are estimated at $320,000. 
Local interest will also be required to take over the maintenance of 
the project. 

The project appears to us to be well justified on the basis of benefits 
that will achieve and have a benefit ratio of 2.37. I would be very 
glad to answer any questions that you gentlemen may have. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Clark, would you have any questions? 

Mr. CuiarK. No questions. 

Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrin. I have the same question as with the other project; 
do I understand correctly the position of the Corps of Engineers, 
you folks are unqualifiedly recommending approval of the project 
despite the advice of the Bureau of the Budget ¢ 

Mr. Paar. Yes, sir. We have considered the views of the Bureau 
of the Budget and presented them to the Congress in our report, 
but we see no reason to change our recommendation as to the engi- 
neering and economic soundness of this project. 

Mr. Wricut. Now, you recommend the enactment of section 1 of 
this bill ; that is your position at this time? 

Mr. Pace. That is correct. That is, all that I have been author- 
ized to do—the Fox Point barrier. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Schwengel, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Scuwencet. No. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Byrne? 

Mr. Byrne. No questions. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Robison ? 

Mr. Rostson. Just one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Page, on this project, there will be no maintenance cost to the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Pace. No; this maintenance will be entirely on the local 
people. 

Mr. Rogtson. Thank you. 

Mr. Wrieut. Thank you very much, Mr. Page. 

Mr. Pacer. You are welcome. 

Mr. Wricut. It was nice to have you with us. 

I think that concludes the matters before us. If there is nothing 
else, I will entertain a motion to adjourn. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I so move. 

Mr. ScuweEncet. Second. 

Mr. Wricnut. Made and seconded. All in favor say “aye.” 

(Chorus of ayes. ) 

(Whereupon, at 12:01 p. m., the committee adjourned.) 





RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 
(Additional Projects) 


TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 1958 


Hovss or RerresENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon, presiding. 

Mr. Fation. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 

The hearings today are called for the purpose of receiving testi- 
mony on 14 navigation, flood control and beach erosion projects on 
which favorable reports have been received since the omnibus bill, 
S. 497, was reported from the committee. 

The hearings will be continued tomorrow, and if permission is 
granted they will be continued this afternoon while the House is in 
session. 

Hearings have been held on 3 other projects and will be con- 
sidered in executive session on Thursday, along with the 14 projects 
now before us. The 3 others are 2 hurricane reports in Rhode 
Island and Massachusetts, in which Mr. Fogarty and Mr. Nicholson 
are interested, and a flood-control project at Chartiers Creek, Wash- 
ington, Pa., in which Mr. Morgan and Senator Martin are interested. 

Each member has before him a list of the projects and the witnesses 
that will be heard today and tomorrow. 

Before we go into the testimony on these projects, Mr. Gubser, of 
California, would like to make a brief statement to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Gurser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

I am here in behalf of the Santa Cruz Harbor project in California. 
This has received a favorable report from the Rivers and Harbors 
Board. However, there are certain little housekeeping details which 
must be cleaned up before it is eligible for consideration by this com- 
mittee. 

I would like to point out that the Army engineers and all agencies 
in Washington, in my opinion acted with due promptness. I believe 
within the space of the next 2 days I will be able to have all the neces- 
sary details cleared up so that it will be eligible for consideration by 
this committee. 

I respectfully request of the committee that the Santa Cruz Harbor 
project be considered subject to my placing in the hands of the 
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committee counsel by this Thursday morning, all of the necessary 
clearances. That is the sum and substance of my request. 

Mr. Fauion. Thank you very much, Mr. Gubser. 

The committee will now hear Gen. John L. Person, the Assistant 
cent of rumors for Civil Works, who will make the introductory 

atement. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. PERSON, BRIGADIER GENERAL, ASSIST- 
ANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS, ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, 
CHIEF, SURVEYS BRANCH, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


General Person. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
is a pleasure to be here before you again. 

General Itschner asked me to convey his regrets that his absence 
from the city makes it impossible for him to be here. However, he will 
be very glad to come at any time you want him to, after this week. 
He will be back Sunday in case you should have any questions to 
ask him. 

As Mr. Fallon said, we understand that there are 14 projects to be 
considered at this meeting. They have a total estimated cost of some 
$47 million and include all phases of civil works—navigation, flood 
control, and beach erosion control. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnirs. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Is that $47 million Federal cost ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. The total Federal cost of the 14 proj- 
ects; 6 are on navigation, at a Federal cost of $24 million; 2 are on 
flood control, at a cost, a Federal cost, of $7 million; 1 hurricane flood 
control at a Federal cost of $6,200,000. There are 4 beach erosion 
projects at an estimated cost of $7,241,700, and 1 multiple-purpose 
project at an estimated Federal cost of $1,961,000. 

The projects to be considered all have favorable benefit-cost ratios. 
They have all been recommended by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, and by the Chief of Engineers, and a majority 
of them have been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

There are some adverse comments by the Bureau of the Budget 
which will be discussed when the detailed reports are submitted. 

Gen. Charles G. Holle, special assistant to the Chief of Engineers, 
is here today to present the projects involving beach erosion control. 
As you know, General Holle’s numerous duties include that of Presi- 
dent of the Beach Erosion Board. 

I also have Mr. Weinkauff, the chief of my surveys branch, with 
members of my staff to present the details on the 10 projects which 
are not beach-erosion projects. 

In view of the fact that we testified quite recently before the com- 
mittee in the last session of Congress, I do not have a prepared state- 
ment on the overall status of the program, since I understand that 
the committee wished to make as good time as possible. However, 
if there is any information you would like to have in that respect, 
we would be glad to prepare it and bring it up tomorrow. 

Mr. Buatnrz. Thank you very much, general. 

Are there any questions on my right? 

(No response. ) 
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Mr. Biatnrx. Any questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you for your introductory summary state- 
ment, General Person. 

Our next witness will be our good friend for many, many years, 
General Holle. 

General Holle, you are welcome this morning, as you are at all 
times, of course. I believe you are scheduled to be heard first on 
several beach-erosion projects. 

The first project on our list this morning is the New Jersey shore 
Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, which is sponsored by a member o 
the committee, our colleague, James Auchincloss of New Jersey. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. HOLLE, MAJOR GENERAL, CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS, PRESIDENT, BEACH EROSION BOARD 


General Horie. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your 
welcome. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am accompanied 
by Col. Allen Futral of the Beach Erosion Board, and Mr. Richard 
O. Eaton, Chief Technical Adviser; and Mr. A. C. Rayner, whom I 
will ask to point to the sections on the map with which we are deal- 


ing. 
Mr. Blatnik mentioned the first project to be testified on is the 
Atlantic coast of New Jersey from Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet. 


New Jersey Sore, Sanpy Hoox to Barnecar Inter (Bracn 
ErRoston ) 


A_report was submitted on this project in 1956 and it was printed 
in House Document 361, 84th Congress. Subsequently Public Law 
826 was enacted and at the request of the State of New Jersey the re- 
port was reviewed. 

The one section, the most important section, or at least the sec- 
tion that gets priority of that entire cost, was submitted as an interim 
review report, and it 1s now part of the pending omnibus bill. 

Mr. Buiatnrk. Would you refresh our memory on that, general ? 
Could you give us the cost authorization for that part of this project 
which is already in current omnibus bill 8. 497 ? 

General Hotie. Yes,sir. I willdothat. 

The total first cost for that part, which is the Asbury Park to 
a Inlet, is $5,469,000, of which $1,823,000 is the Federal 
cost. That is one-third of the total. 

This survey report was made in cooperation with the division of 
planning and development of the bureau of navigation of the State 
of New Jersey. It is under the authority of section 2 of the River 
and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930. The survey covers 51 miles 
of shore in Monmouth and Ocean Counties exposed to the Atlantic 
Ocean. 

The shore has a general history of erosion except for the north- 
ern part of Sandy Hook. There is no existing beach erosion ¢on- 
trol project, but there are Federal navigation projects which have 
stabilized Shark River and Manasquan Talots, and some protection 


is afforded immediately adjacent to the jetties of those inlets. 
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The local people and agencies have expended over $18 million for 
the past 30 years for shore protection structures, with varying suc- 
cess; but at no time has there been a comprehensive plan for the 
entire region. The purpose of the study was to develop such a com- 
prehensive and unified oun of protection. 

The principal problem area is divided into three segments, namely, 
from Sea Bright to Ocean Township, which is a 12-mile sector, of 
which 30 percent is publicly owned frontage. 

The middle sector is from Asbury Park to Manasquan Inlet, which 
en 9 miles, where 9814 percent is publicly owned frontage. 

The third sector is from Point Pleasant Beach to Seaside Park, 
which is 14 miles and has 27 percent publicly owned frontage. 

The proposed recommended Federal project is the artificial place- 
ment of about 14 million cubic yards of sand to widen beaches in 
the various places necessary to produce a minimum width of 100 
feet at elevation plus 10. In addition to that, there is the construction 
of 23 new groins and the extension of 14 existing groins in Sea 
Bright to Ocean Township segment of the shore and supplemented by 
periodic nourishment. 

The total first cost of the entire project is $28,680,000. The Fed- 
eral share averages 23.6 percent, or a total Federal cost presently 
estimated at $6,755,000. 

The periodic nourishment costs will be $904,000 annually with the 
Federal share of 23.6 percent estimated at $259,500 annually for a 
period of 10 years. After that time it is proposed in accordance with 
our normal procedure to review the requirement for periodic nourish- 
ment. 

The benefits for this overall project are $2,826,260, with annual 
charges of $1,973,200, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.43. 

The State of New Jersey indicated that it plans to proceed this 
year, in 1958, with the recommended portion of the Asbury Park to 
Manasquan Inlet section. The Bureau of the Budget has no objec- 
tion to the presentation of this report. 

That concludes my report, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarntx. Thank you. 

Any questions on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buatnix. Any questions on my left ? 

Mr. Mack. Seven years ago the members of the Public Works Com- 
mittee, of which I was one, had the pleasure of traveling on a Coast 
Guard cutter from Sandy Hook down to the extreme end of this 
project. We observed, as we came along, that beaches there were 
undergoing tremendous erosion. I think Members on that inspection 
trip were unanimously of the opinion that this was a most worthy and 
very desirable project. I suppose 25 to 30 percent of all the population 
of the United States lives within an area of 100 to 200 miles of these 
beaches. The people of New York City and Philadelphia, and many 
of the other great cities in the eastern part of the United States use 
these beaches which are being rapidly worn away by erosion. This 
is a very worthy project. 
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There is only one question. In the Sea Bright-Ocean Township 
section, the cost is referred to as $4,150,000 Federal and $16,497,000 
non-Federal. I am wondering why the non-Federal cost is about 80 
percent there, when under the law the Federal Government is sup- 
posed to supply about one-third of the cost? That is on the first 
sheet of the document entitled “Atlantic Coast of New Jersey.” 

General Hoxie. The Federal cost, as you say, is $4,150,000. 

Mr. Mack. That is only 20 percent of. the total and under the law 
we can provide about 3314 percent. 

General Hottie. The maximum is for publicly owned property. 
There is a large part of this area which is not publicly owned. I think 
I refered to that. There is only 30 percent publicly owner frontage. 
You are aware of Public Law 826, and I can best refer to the a 
of it, which says that the shores, other than public, will be eligible for 
Federal assistance if there is benefit such as that arising from public 
use or protection of nearly public property, or if the benefits to those 
shores are incidental to the project, and the Federal contribution to 
the project shall be adjusted in accordance with the degree of such 
benefits. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, General. 

General Hotie. Does that explain it, Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Buarnirg. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Sravurrer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. Mr. Stauffer. 

Mr. Sravurrer. I might say I am very much interested in this proj- 
ect, as I have a summer home in Ocean Grove, N. J. I hope that that 
will not bring about an adverse decision by the committee. 

Mr. Smiru. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Sraurrer. However, I am very much interested in this. Our 
colleague, Mr. Anchincloss, in whose district this happens to be, was 
not here this morning, so I wanted to speak in favor of the project, 
General. 

As I understand it, you intend to fill some of the beach between the 
jetties by bringing in sand. 

General Hottie. Yes, sir. Wherever the beach has eroded we pro- 
pose at locations wherever necessary to create a beach 100 feet wide 
at least at the first 10-foot elevation. 

Mr. Straurrer. Where do you get the sand from ? 

General Hoxux. The sand will be obtained from in-shore locations, 
but it is entirely possible that before the completion of this project the 
Corps of Engineers will have developed a shallow-draft sand dredge, 
which we are now working on, that will either be the hopper type or 
some other type, and instead of taking suitable sand out to sea we can 
discharge it either onshore or near shore. It might even be able to 
dredge offshore and deposit sand close to shore. 

Mr. Sravrrer. One final statement: I might say I have been fa- 
miliar with this area for at least 30 years. I have seen house after 
house washed into the sea up around Sea Bright, and from Sea Bright 
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to Ocean Township. It is a very serious situation, and, as the general 
has said, the local people have put in jetties and have spent a lot of 
money. I think it is a project that is badly needed, and we should 
approve it. 

r. Buatnis. If there are no further questions, thank you, Mr. 
Stauffer. 

The next project is another beach-erosion project in Berrien ae 
Mich. We have our colleague, Congressman Clare Hoffman, of Mich- 
igan, here, who has another committee appointment. Mr. Hoffman, 
we welcome you to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARE E. HOFFMAN, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
opportunity to appear is deeply appreciated. It may be a novelty 
for southwestern Michigan to come in and ask for something, but at 
last we are here. If our request is compared with some of the others, 
like the one that was just rolled up there, we will see this is a very, 
very small project. 

There is one other thing that should be mentioned which is favor- 
able to this, and that is here in Lake Michigan you do not have to 
combat the forces which you do have on the Atlantic coast or on the 
other coast, for that matter. When you build something over on the 
west side of Michigan, on the east shore of Lake Michigan, you only 
have about 300 miles or perhaps 250 miles of lake to the north and 
west of you, so that the breezes coming down from that end and 
piling up the water on our shore are not comparable at all to what 
comes down on the beaches with the wind driving across the ocean. 

I think the gentlemen will concede that this goes to the point that if 
you do something here it will, by comparison, be permanent. 

Now, as to the necessity. There is no question about that. As I 
understand, the Corps of Engineers have found the project is a 
worthy one. In addition, we are not asking for protection only 
because they need something there, but the Government itself is 
partly to blame for the situation which exists. 

All along that shore, from the mouth of the St. Joseph River down 
to the city of St. Joseph, there are very substantial houses on the 
bluff. Some of them have been washed down. I know the Corps 
of Enginers have pictures of the damage that has been done there. 

In between the houses and below the houses is a railroad which is, 
of course, a great necessity. Perhaps I should label this as a defense 
project. It is rather far fetched, but I notice everything that comes 
out these days is labeled defense, so we can call it a defense project 

ause we want to keep the way opened up to the northern shore of 
Michigan and down the bend and through to Chicago. 

The reason why the Government is in part to blame, and the State 
of Michigan also, is that they built a highway along the top of the 
bluff, and they built it so close to the bluff and constructed it in such 
a way that the water from all the land up to the east comes down and 
through to the highway, and seeps down. 

Correct me if I am wrong on this, but you have a layer of clay 
there and a layer of sand, and when the big trucks go by along this 





FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 379 


highway you can see it shake as you stand there. If you are down 
in a boat you can see it shake, and naturally the water comes down, 
and with the water coming through it washes the sand out of the 
clay and the road drops. 

Now, what is the cause of this? I am not so dumb that I do not 
realize we have cycles of high water and low water over the years. 
I think the Corps of Engineers are very thoroughly aware of that, 
because if I may be pardoned, they have had some difficulty too in 
their predictions as to whether the water was going up or down. 

But in any event, we have this happening with natural causes, and 
rain, and so on. Of course, I am not expecting the committee to 
change the weather—not at present, even though I do not know the 
extent of the power of all dudes new missiles and so forth that the 
scientists are bringing out. 

There is something I do know, which is that some years ago the 
Government consented to Canada bringing down water from a water- 
shed up there, where the water naturally goes up into Hudson Bay. 
Am I right about that ? 

General Hotxx. I think so. 

Mr. Horrman. They took the water that used to go north onto Hud- 
son Bay and they dumped it down into Lake Superior, and they 
shoved it down through the St. Marys River and at times I have seen 
water there possibly 41% to 5 feet high on the St. Marys River. That 
is due to what? Well, the fact that they opened six of the turbines 
on the St. Marys River. I know about that because I was up there 
at different times fishing. You used to be able to wade there. Where 
you could wade they have sent down maybe as much as 8 feet of water, 
and we get the benefit of it coming down through the Lakes, not only 
in Lake Huron. If you will ask anyone interested in that shore 
you will find that is true. We get the credit over here on the eastern 
side of the lake, where they have dumped it in there. With the winds 
coming down that sweep of 300 ales from the northwest side it 
washed out the banks from under those houses. 

So the State government and the National Government are in part 
to blame for the situation which they have created there. 

I think that is all I care to say. If there are any questions I will 
be glad to answer them. I understand the Corps of Engineers al- 
ready over the years have investigated this situation and it seems to 
be a necessary public work. I will say nothing about the cost be- 
cause I will have to admit it will be more than you think it is when 
you get through. 

Mr. Buatntx. Thank you, Mr. Hoffman. 

General Holle, will you give us a few specifics on the project? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. HOLLE—Resumed 


General Houie. Yes, sir. 

This survey report was made in cooperation with the city of St. 
Joseph, Mich., under section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of 1930. 

The plan of improvement recommended in this section of Berrien 
County is the direct placement of about 560,000 cubic yards of sand 
fill to provide a beach 50 feet wide at elevation plus 8 above low- 
water datum and carry that on up to a berm at 10 feet elevation. 
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That placement is to be from Elm Street in St. Joseph to the south 
end of the State protective works, a distance of about 13,360 feet. 

In addition, there will be periodic nourishment obtained from ma- 
terial dredged during maintenance in the St. Joseph River Harbor. 

The total first cost of this project is $1 million, with the Federal 
share being 22.6 percent, or $226,000. 

As Mr. Hoffman says, compared to other projects it is relatively 
modest. The annual benefits are $163,640, as compared to annual 
charges of $69,770, making a benefit-cost ratio of 2.3. 

Plans and specifications are to be approved by the Chief of Engi- 
neers, and the other normal requirements for local cooperation. The 
city of St. Joseph is favorable to it and the State of Michigan is 
favorable in assisting in accordance with its statutory authority. 

Very briefly, that is a description of this project. 

Mr. Buarnixz. There is no objection to the submission of the pro- 
posed report by the Bureau of the Budget ? 

General Hotiz. No, sir. No objection. 

Mr. Kivuczynsxi. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarntx. Mr. Kluczynski. 

Mr. Kivczynsxi. I am very well acquainted with that territory in 
Berrien County, and I will say it is a very worthy project that should 
have been taken care of many years ago. I am very glad to see Mr. 
Hoffman here representing that district. 

Mr. Buarnix. I thank the gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Macs. I noticed the benefit-cost ratio is 2.8. That, of course, 
applies to the local as well as the Federal contribution. The local 
contribution is about three-fourths of the entire cost, which would 
mean the Government as far as the Federal share is concerned, would 
be creating $9 of value for every $1 of Federal funds invested in the 
project. This indicates it is a very desirable project from the Federal 
standpoint. 

General Hotz. Yes, sir. That is one way of analyzing it. 

Mr. Biatnrx. Any further questions? 

Mr. Byrne. As Congressman Kluczynski stated, I too am familiar 
with that area. I have been over that road many times and I have 
seen the effects of the lake on the bluffs overlooking it, above which 
is the highway. I have seen properties and foundations that have 
been undermined and fallen into the lake there. 

I would like to ask a question relative to part of the map shown 
in green. What is the distance from Elm Street to the end of that? 

xeneral Hoxie. 13,360 feet. 

Mr. Byrne. That is 2-plus miles? 

General Hote. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. Thank you. 

Mr. Buarntx. If there are no further questions, the third project 
on our list is also a beach erosion project at Humboldt Bay, Calif., 
sponsored by a member of this committee, Representative Scudder. 

Mr. Scudder, would you make the opening statement on the project ? 
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Humsoirpt Bay (Bunne Pornt), Catir. 


(Breacu Eroston) 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT B, SCUDDER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Scupper. Yes, Mr. Chairman. You will notice that the Pacific 
Ocean is off to the left. The entrance to Humboldt Bay is shown 
nae Mr. Rayner has his pointer. Directly opposite that is Buhne 

oint. 

The cause of the erosion at Buhne Point is due to the fact that 
this is a large bay and the incoming tide creates a stream across the 
bay. Buhne Point is where the erosion takes place. 

Highway 101 is a State highway ee 50 percent by Federal 
funds. The railroad which runs parallel to it is also affected, as 
well as the highway. 

This project has been contemplated for many years. The railroad 
company has spent a great amount of money in building a seawall 
endeavoring to hold the area from eroding. At the present time a 
part of the affected area is being used for a recreational boat harbor. 

Furthermore, to the south of this point there has been constructed 
one of the large steam plants of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. I 
know they did a lot of work to protect their property from erosion. 

If this Buhne Point project is completed it will protect all of the 
area to the east, and as I understand it, the amount of participation 
by the Federal Government is about 21 percent. The balance will 
be paid by the State and local interests. I think this a very worthy 
project which has been under consideration for many years. I am 
glad they have come up with a favorable report. 

We have had various State agencies trying to do something about 
it. The Army engineers thus far have furnished engineering recom- 
mendations, and I am glad to see that the report has been reported, 
and that something will be done to relieve the condition which affects 
a great number of people. 

eneral Holle, perhaps you can explain the project in more detail. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Will you give us further details, General Holle, on 

the technical engineering features? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. HOLLE—Resumed 


General Hottie. Yes, sir. I will make the statement that this is 
another cooperative beach erosion study with the division of water 
resources of the State of California. Since Mr. Scudder so thoroughly 
and competently described the area and the project based on his 
knowledge far better than I can do, I will proceed directly to the 

lan of improvement recommended, which is the construction of 800 
feet of sea wall and an impermeable groin about 790 feet long, off 
Buhne Spit. That is the only area in which there is sufficient Federal 
interest to justify the participation of the Federal Government. 
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The total first cost is $182,000, again a very modest sum. The Fed- 
eral share, as Mr. Scudder said, is 21 percent, which is $38,200. 

The total benefits are computed to "be $13,570, as compared to an- 
nual charges of $9,140, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.48. 

The usual requirements for local cooperation have been recom- 
mended. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report and the State of California is anxious to proceed with their 
share of it. 

Mr. Buatnrs. Are there any question ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buarnrgx. Thank you, Mr. Scudder and General Holle. 

The fourth project on our list is a Federal beach erosion project 
from Palm Beach County, from Lake Worth Inlet to South Lake 
Worth Inlet, Fla. This is a project sponsored by our colleague and 
menber of the committee, Mr. Rogers? 

Do you wish to make a statement ? 


Patm Breacu County, rrom Lake Worts Inter to Souro Lake 
Worru Inter, Fa. 


(Breacu Erosion) 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL G. ROGERS, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will not say too much 
because I think the project is pretty self-evident and General Holle 
will give us the details. 

I do want to say it is a very much needed project and the benefit- 
cost ratio is excellent. The participation by local interests, of course, 
is by far many times above the Federal participation. In fact, the 
Federal participation will only be $222,000 compared to a total cost of 
over $3 million. 

Our beaches are just wearing away and it is vitally necessary for us 
to do something on it. I am pleased that this has been recognized as 
or a worthy project and has been approved all the way up and down 
the line. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you. 

General Holle, do you have any further details ? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES G. HOLLE—Resumed 


General Hoxie. The survey report was made in cooperation with 
Palm Beach County again under section 2 of the River and Harbor 
Act of 1930. It covers about 20.6 miles of sea frontage from Lake 
Worth Inlet to South Lake Worth Inlet. The shore involved is a 
barrier island separating Lake Worth from the Atlantic Ocean. The 
island, especially that portion of 1014 miles in the boundaries of the 
town of Palm Beach, is extensively developed as a very, very high- 
class winter resort. 

The island has a permanent population of about 5,000, which is in- 
creased to 25,000 in the winter season. 
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Of course, immediately across Lake Worth is West Palm Beach, 
a resort and business center on the mainland, which has a permanent 
population of 50,000 and a winter population of twice that number. 

ake Worth Inlet was opened by dredging and stabilized by two 
protecting jetties constructed in 1918 and 1925. Since that time those 
jetties have interfered with the normal littoral drift, which is south- 
ward, and prevented the sand from reaching the shores to the south, 
and shvenaly replenishing the erosion loss. The instability and _re- 
cession of the shores relict’ in considerable damage, and a net loss 
of valuable land. It has required the construction of innumerable 
groins and bulkheads to protect the properties. 

There is an existing Federal beach erosion control project adopted 
the 17th of May 1950, which authorizes nominal Federal participation 
in the placement of up to 1 million cubic yards of suitable beach 
hie in 5 stockpiles. I think it is of interest to note that the local 
interests accomplished this work in 1948 without Federal aid because 
the Federal aid was relatively small, amounting to 3 percent, and it 
was never requested by the county. 

The plan of improvement recommended, which Mr. Rogers men- 
tioned, has an original cost of $3,137,000, and consists of the restora- 
tion of a protective beach with a berm elevation at 10 feet above mean 
low water and a general width of 150 feet from Lake Worth Inlet to 
a point about 1,000 feet south of Southern Boulevard extended, as 
Mr. Rayner is pointing out. 

The balance of the protective beach would be constructed to a width 
of 100 feet. 

The beach property is largely privately owned, but there are public 
benefits. Again, as Mr. Rogers pointed out, the Federal share for this 
project is quite small, being $222,500, which represents 4.7 percent of 
the cost of the beach fill and 19.3 percent of the cost of a transfer plant, 
which is also proposed. The purpose of that plant is to transfer the 
sand coming from the north as it is trapped by the north jetty of Lake 
Worth Inlet and transfer it through a submerged pipe onto the beach 
below the inlet, and let it proceed in its natural course, and thereb 
supplement and decrease the amount of periodic nourishment whic 
would be required. 

The annual benefits are computed to be $632,500, and the total 
annual charges are $301,060, producing a benefit-cost ratio of 2.1. 

Mr. Chairman, briefly, that is the escription of this project. 

Mr. Dootry. I would like to associate myself with the remarks of 
our distinguished Representative from Florida, Mr. Rogers. I am 
familiar with this area and it is one of the things that should be taken 
care of. I want to emphasize the necessity of the project. I know 
you are aware of that. The sea comes right up to the hotels and al- 
most to the very front of the facade there at Palm Beach. 

I have noticed a number of jetties at Palm Beach, but they do not 
seem to be doing any good. They are either covered up with sand, or 
are useless. Will the pumping process accomplish anything in carry- 
ing the sand over to other areas? 

eneral Horie. There have been many beach-control works con- 
structed by the local people and by individual property owners. 
Some of them are groins and rock walls, or sheet-steel piling, or tim- 
ber walls, sticking out from the shore perpendicularly, in an attempt 
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to trap sand and thereby offset the erosion processes. Some of them 
are bulkheads of various kinds. 

Mr. Dootey. They do not seem to be very effective. 

_ General Hoxie, Some of them are effective and some are not. As 
is very commonly the case with these works constructed not as a part 
of a coordinated, comprehensive project, the works that one individ- 
ual constructed for the protection of his property may or may not 
protect his property, but at the same time thay very frequently injure 
the adjoining property by denying it the normal sand replenishment. 

The purpose of this artificially constructed beach is to enhance the 
effectiveness of those groins and also provide a beach which will in- 
terrupt the waves and protect the bulkheads which have been con- 
structed, and thereby either lessen the necessity of them or else cer- 
tainly lessen the attack upon them and reduce the maintenance and 
upkeep. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I have just one question. 

Mr. Buatrntx. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. How do you determine what is the proper percent- 
age of Federal contribution on a beach-erosion project wie as the 
four we have been discussing here ? 

General Houtie. Public Law 826, together with its predecessor, pro- 
vides that for publicly owned property the Federal Government may 
contribute as much as one-third. The logic behind that law was that 
the Federal Government, the State government, and local agencies, 
should share equally in the cost. 

Public Law 826 introduced the added philosophy that not only 
should the Federal Government participate in the protection of other 
public property, which means State and local public property, but 
there are many instances where the protection of private property not 
only protects that property itself, but at the same time protects other 
public property. It protects highways which might be behind the 
private property. There is also a certain public benefit. 

So we have analyzed each situation. It gets to be a rather com- 
plicated formula, but in general as the law says the maximum one- 
third contribution will be adjusted. So that what we really do is 
analyze the private benefits and public benefits, and, using those two 
figures we distribute or reduce the one-third cost proportionally. 

Mr. Batpwin. I see. 

Mr. Doorry. May I ask another question? I have been down the 
New Jersey coast for many years and I know the sand taken away from 
Manasquan lands at Point Pleasant and builds up there by accretion. 
I wonder if the cost is the same for Ocean County as for Monmouth 
County at a place like that where one is benefited by the erosion by the 
other ? 

General Hotuz. There is a so-called nodal point about the center of 
this 51-mile shore, or below the center, and north of that the littoral 
drift is to the north, and that is why Sandy Hook builds out. Thesand 
is not taken exactly parallel to the shore, but is taken offshore and some 
comes back and goes offshore and back again in a sort of zigzag course. 
But below this nodal point the drift is to the south, so that again, using 
that word, the nodal point, and adjacent to it there is more or less a 
continued erosion and degradation. 
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Mr. Dootey. I apologize for referring back to that but I am won- 
dering whether the amount of money paid by the adjoining counties is 
the same as in the county being eroded. Monmouth County suffers 
while Ocean County profits by the drift of the sand. 

General Houix. We regard that as a local matter for State adjust- 
ment. 

Mr. Dootey. I see. 

General Houix. The project proposes a certain percentage to be paid 
by the Federal Government and the balance to be paid by local inter- 
ests or the State, if it so desires, or by arrangement with local city and 
county governments. 

Mr. Dootey. That is probably taken into consideration ? 

General Hoiuz. If the State desires. 

Mr. Dootey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buatni«. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buiatnix. Thank you, General Holle. 

We have in Florida the next project, which is a navigation project, 
Port Everglades Harbor in Florida, sponsored by our colleague, Rep- 
resentative Paul Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers, I note we have Mr. Ellsworth Bassett here, who is port 
engineer of Port Everglades, Fla., who has come up here from Fort 
Lauderdale and traveled all this distance to be here with us. 

Would you care to give us any specific points regarding this project, 
Mr. Rogers? 

Porr EverauApes Harpsor, Fa. 


( NAVIGATION ) 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL G. ROGERS—Resumed 


Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

This is a very vital project to us in a very rapidly growing area. 
Port Everglades had tremendous development and this improvement 
is very necessary for us. We do have Mr. Bassett here, who is work- 
ing there as port engineer and has been doing an excellent job. He 
will be available for any questions, Mr. Chairman. 

If we could have the Corps of Engineers go ahead and make their 
resentation, then if the committee has any specific questions Mr. 
assett will be available to answer them here. 

It might be interesting to the committee to point out that the tonnage 
that they base the benefits on was a development about the year 1955, 
and since that time we have had an increase of almost 100 percent in 
the tonnage handled in this port. There were a little over 3 million 
tons at the time of the report and now it is over 6 million tons handled 
from this 1 port. 

Mr. Mack. What is the nature of the tonnage, Mr. Rogers? Oil? 

Mr. Rocers. A great deal of it is oil and various other things. The 
main part is oil, though. 

You have probably seen it there, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Mostly imports? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes; I think so. There are tremendous oil farms there 
which farm the oil out all over south Florida. 
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Mr. Buiatnrx. We have Mr. John Murray, project engineer, of the 
Office of Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Murray, will you please give us the technical and fiscal details 
concerning this project ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the report of the 
Chief of Engineers dated January 22, 1958, on the modification of 
Port Everglades Harbor was authorized by resolution of United States 
Senate Committee on Public Works on the 26th of F reer 1954, and 
by the House Committee on Public Works resolution of July 29, 1954. 

Local interests constructed the initial harbor development in 1927, 
consisting of the channel and two jetties, submerged breakwaters, a 
turning basin, and a slip for the project. 

The Federal project was adopted for maintenance in 1930 and sub- 
sequently modified, and provides for an entrance channel 500 feet wide 
and narrowing to 300 feet wide at the inlet, with a turning basin to a 
depth of 35 feet. 

Commercial traffic in this harbor expanded from 3,300,000 tons in 
1954 to 5,100,000 tons in 1956. The latter amount included about 4 
million tons of gasoline, residual fuel oil, and other petroleum products. 

The proposed modification of the Chief of Engineers provides for 
an entrance channel 40 feet deep, between the submerged breakwaters, 
and 500 feet wide, but reducing to 300 feet wide and 37 feet deep, with 
an expanded turning basin also 37 feet deep, with extensions to the 
north and south 31 feet deep. There is short extension southward to 
a depth of 37 feet along the shore. 

The total estimated cost is $7,175,000, of which $6,683,000 will be 
borne by the United States. 

The annual charges are $274,800, and the annual benefits total 
$602,200. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.19. 

As a prerequisite in the recommendation local interests will furnish 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including a valid easement for 
parcel B required under the existing project ; hold and save the United 
States Government free from damages; provide and maintain ade- 
quate terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms; 
provide adequate dikes around spoil-disposal areas where necessary ; 
dredge the required slips and contribute in cash 6.4 percent of the 
cost of dredging, presently estimated at $457,000. 

The Broward County Port Commissioners stated they concur and 
are willing and able to comply. 

The Bureau of the Budget in their comments considers that con- 
struction should be scheduled to defer initiation of the work on the 
‘outh turning basin until after the north turning basin is completed 
and the development of the traffic indicates the necessity for the south 
basin. However, the Bureau finds there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dootey. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Buiatnix. Mr. Dooley. 





FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 387 


Mr. Dootry. Will you give the costs again, and the local partici- 
pation ? 

Mr. Murray. $7,175,000 is the total cost. 

Mr. Dootry. Yes. 

Mr. Murray. The Federal share is $6,683,000. The total local share 
is $492,000, of which $457,000 is cash contribution to the dredging. 

Mr. Dootey. Isn’t that a large industrial area, as I recall, with a 
big oil basin there? 

Mr, Murray. Yes, sir. There are quite a lot of tank farms there. 

Mr. Dootry. What disturbs me is the amount of cost to the Govern- 
ment. It seems to be out of line with other projects. 

Mr. Rocers. I do not think it is out of line at all. It has had 
recommendations right up the line. The costs are definitely in line 
and the local people are furnishing the lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way, as well as the facilities to provide adequate dikes and soil- 
disposal areas and dredging slips, and so forth. I think it is a proper 
participation. 

Mr. Dootry. This project has been underway for some time? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Doortry. For how many years? 

Mr. Morray. It was first built in 1927 by the local interests. The 
Federal Government assumed it for maintenance. 

Mr. Rogers. It might be interesting for the committee to know also 
that from the oil that is brought in here many of our Air Force bases 
are served. For instance, Homestead Air Base has been trucking the 
oil right from Port Everglades. Also to the West Palm Beach Air 
Force Base. 

Mr. Batpwin, The west coast is running into the exact same prob- 
lem which is illustrated here, where you find it is necessary to deepen 
a turning basin in a harbor facility because they are taking on deeper 
draft tankers. 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. The benefits are in the deeper draft tankers. 

Mr. Batpwrx. What size tankers will actually be accommodated ? 
As I understand it, you will have a 37-foot draft in the inner harbor 
turning basin area. What-size tanker will it accommodate? 

Mr. Murray. The draft of the designed tanker is 34 feet, with 
3-foot clearance under the keel in the inner harbor. Of course, there 
is a greater clearance in the entrance channel because of the wave and 
pitch action. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will this accommodate all of the tankers now serv- 
ing this area—this 37 feet I am speaking of ? 

Mr. Murray. That are now serving and are contemplated to serve 
in the future. 

Mr. Batpwin. Do you kow what tonnage those tankers are ? 

Mr. Murray. I believe they will be about 30,000 tons, sir. 

Mr. Batpwrtn. 30,000 tons? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thankyou, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatrnrk. If there are no further questions, thank you, Mr. 
Murray. 

The next project is a flood-control project, the Mississippi River at 
St. Paul and South St. Paul, Minn. 
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Mississippi River at Sr. Paut anp Sourn Sr. Pau. Minn. 


(F Loop Contro) 


This project is sponsored by our colleagues, Representative Eugene 
McCarthy of St. Paul, and Congressman Joseph P. O’Hara. We have 
with us the Honorable Joseph Dillon, mayor of St. Paul, the capi- 
tal city of our North Star State of Minnesota. 

Mayor Dillon, we appreciate your making yourself available to 
present information on this project. We have discussed this for the 
past several months with you and groups you worked with, as well 
as our colleagues, Mr. McCarthy and Mr. O’Hara. So, Mayor Dillon, 
would you be good enough to make an introductory statement before 
the Corps of Engineers follow with the specific details. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH E. DILLON, MAYOR, CITY OF 
ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mayor Ditton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

My full name is Joseph E. Dillon. When I heard yesterday that 
the fall Committee on Public Works was going to meet today I was 
very delighted to come down here to express very briefly what this 
means to the city of St. Paul. 

This is one of the most challenging projects we have ever under- 
taken in our area. The key that unlocks the whole project is the 
flood-control project. I believe that the Corps of Engineers through 
their reports can prove the necessity for the flood control even at the 
far north end of the Mississippi River up in Minnesota, so I would 
briefly like to tell you what the city of St. Paul plans on doing if 
this becomes a reality. 

This area which would be controlled by this project is a heavily 
industrial area in the city of St. Paul in the main. The part which 
is not industrial is a slum area. 

We have a cooperative effort in our city between our housing author- 
ity and our port authority and the city itself with regard to the local 
responsibility for financing. Also the State highway department and 
the metropolitan airport commission. All of those ee 
tal agencies and the governmental agencies own land in the area. If 
this project becomes a reality, everyone agrees to transfer title of 
their land to the port authority, which will be the agency managing 
the entire area. 

Under the planned industrial district we might say we used as a 
guide for this district President Island at Memphis to get 1 on the 
river, and we used 1 in Dallas and Fort Worth to get the planned 
industrial districts there. So we would have a very fine cooperative 
effort here under urban renewal and have a project submitted to the 
Urban Renewal Administration. 

However, of course, that is laid on the table until such time as the 
flood-control bill becomes a reality. If it does succeed, we will have 
a slum clearance and redevelopment and urban-renewal project there, 
and have a considerable acreage of land to turn over to our port 
authority for heavy industry. 
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Not all of the land in this area is of no value. As a matter of fact, 
some of it is of considerable value. The floods are not that constant in 
our area. We had two in 1951 and 1952, the last of which was heavier 
than any we had had since records were originally kept in the city of 
St. Paul area by the various recordkeeping agencies. 

If I could just briefly for a few moments plead with you gentlemen 
to include this bill, I would do so so that we could go ahead on this 
cooperative effort in the city of St. Paul, and provide a considerable 
acreage for industrial expansion, which is really the last area within 
our corporate limits that we have for industrial expansion in the next 
several years. 

Mr. Buatnix. Thank you, Mayor Dillon. 

Are there any questions ? 

We have Project Engineer John Anderson from the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Mayor Ditton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you, Mayor Dillon. 

Mr. Anderson, will you give us further technical and fiscal details 
on the project ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN ANDERSON, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
report on the Mississippi River at St. Paul and South St. Paul, Minn.., 
is in response to two House committee flood-control resolutions adopted 
in September 1944. The report is printed in House Document 223 of 
the 85th Congress. 

The cities of St. Paul and South St. Paul are located on the Missis- 
sippi River about 840 miles above Cairo, Ill. There is no existing 
flood-control project in St. Paul or South St. Paul. 

Local interests, however, have constructed flood-control works, par- 
ticularly in the South St. Paul area, shown here, around the stock- 
yards, and also around the powerplant. 

St. Paul and South St. Paul had a population of about 335,500 
in 1950, and within the flooded area are many industrial plants. 
Also the airfield and 2 disposal plants are in the flood plain. 

The drainage area of the Mississippi River above St. Paul is 
32,826 square miles. The area subject to inundation in St. Paul and 
South St. Paul here is about 5,400 acres. Floods generally occur in 
the spring. The maximum flood of record occurred in 1952, which 
had a flow of about 125,000 cubic feet per second. The capacity of 
the river at this point is about 60,000 cubic feet per second. The 
flood of record, which occurred in 1952, has a frequency of about once 
in 80 years. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends for St. Paul 10,000 feet of 
earth levees in the St. Paul area. In addition to that, 2,850 feet of 
concrete flood wall with the addition of other appurtenant works. 

His recommendation for South St. Paul includes the strengthening 
and lengthening of the existing levee which was built by local inter- 
ests, by constructing 9,360 feet of levee enlargement, 3,670 feet of 
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concrete floodwall, and addition of pumps and other appurtenant 
works. 

The Chief of Engineers also recommends either project be under- 
taken independently whenever the funds and local cooperation are 
provided. 

The Federal first cost for the St. Paul project is $3,137,800, and 
for South St. Paul $2,567,700. 

The local cost for St. Paul is $641,700, of which $525,200 is a casn 
contribution due principally to land enhancement. benefits. 

For South St. Paul the cash contribution is $49,500, which is due 
to the local road work which will be provided on the levee. 

Local interests are required to provide all lands, easements and 
rights-of-way; hold and save the United States free from damages: 
maintain and operate the project; and make at their own expense all 
necessary changes to utilities and highway bridges, and alterations; 
and to contribute 14.3 percent of the gross Federal first cost at St. 
Paul, and 1.89 percent at South St. Paul. 

The annual charges for the project for St. Paul are $146,540. The 
annual benefits are $162,190. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.11. 

For South St. Paul the annual charges are $107,000; the annual 
benefits are $124,700, which gives a benefit-cost ratio of 1.17. 

The report was referred to the State of Minnesota, which concurs, 
and the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report to the Congress. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Rogers. What is your land enhancement there ? 

Mr. Anperson. Increased land values, increasing from a nominal 
figure to a greater amount because it can be used for industrial de- 
velopment. 

Mr. Rocers. How much was that figure ? 

Mr. Anperson. $525,000 cash contribution. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarntik. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. BiatnrKk. We have one of the sponsors of the bill involving that 
part of the project, Congressman Joseph P. O’Hara. 

Do you wish to make any comment, Congressman O’Hara ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH P. 0’HARA, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I should 
like, briefly, to give to the committee such information as I may have, 
which I hope will be helpful to it. Is there any limitation of time? 
I shall try to be as brief as I can. 

Mr. Buarntk. There is no limitation. We have a brief project de- 
scription with the technical features and the estimated cost and bene- 
fit-cost ratio. The committee has all of that information. Any 
statement you may have, in order to save time, we can put in the record 
at this point. 
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(The prepared statement of Mr. O’Hara is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JosepH P. O’HARA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MINNESOTA, IN Support oF H. R 5269, To AUTHORIZE THE CONSTRUC- 
TION OF LocaL FLoop-PROTECTION WORK ON THE Mississippr River at SoutH 
St. Pau, MINN. 


I desire ts make a statement which I would like to submit for the record. 

I am informed that the Secretary of the Army has transmitted to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and to this committee, on July 17, 1957, the re- 
port dated May 16, 1957, from the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
together with accompanying papers and illustrations, on an interim report on 
the Mississippi River at St. Paul and South St. Paul, Minn. 

Iam advised that the State of Minnesota has no objection to this report. 

I am also advised the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission 
of ys report, without commitment as to any estimate of appropriations for the 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, I know my able colleague, Mr. McCarthy, will present the full 
picture here today as it affects St. Paul, and other than stating here that I feel 
both of these projects are urgent, I will confine myself to attempting to bring 
out the salient points about South St. Paul. 

In the spring of 1951 a low section of railroad embankment along the Missis- 
sippi River at South St. Paul failed, and the industrial area contiguous thereto 
was flooded by water coming in from the south end of the area. The St. Paul 
Union Stockyards Co. and Armour & Co., together with several smaller plants, 
were flooded and unable to operate for almost 3 weeks. The financial loss was 
tremendous to these companies. During the summer of 1951 these two, together 
with Swift & Co., built a dike south of their properties to protect themselves 
against future floods; this construction was based on their experience in 1951, 
when the spring flood crested at 18.8 feet over the flood-stage elevation. 

In the spring of 1952 a second flood crested at 22.2 feet over flood-stage 
elevation and the problem of protecting this industrial area was magnified 
tremendously. The industries, working feverishly, hired every piece of earth- 
moving equipment available and widened and raised the dikes to again protect 
themselves. The cost to the industries alone was one-half million dollars. 

The city of South St. Paul has several large trunk sewers and its disposal 
plant in the flood area. Because of pressures exerted on the sewers, considerable 
damage resulted to this network of sewers in the flood area. 

The industries mentioned above employ approximately 6,000 local people 
and, in addition, serve a countless number of farmers, shippers, and rural areas 
in the handling of livestock. During the time of year in which floods occur, 
about 100,000 head of stock are handled weekly, and 5,000 trucks enter the 
yard area weekly. This market, by sales, is rated the second largest in the 
Nation, and receives shipments from 14 States and 3 Provinces of Canada, and 
supplies 178 packers and processors in 22 States. Therefore, the huge and 
costly damage resulting from floods in this area is not only a local disaster, 
but adversely affects the economy of a sizable portion of the Nation. 

Another point in which the farmers and producers of the market are suffer- 
ing loss due to the closing down of the market facilities is that the South St. 
Paul market is the price-basing point for the farmers in the Northwest area; 
whether they market here or not, their prices are based on the prices established 
here at South St. Paul. Therefore, when your price-basing point is broken 
down it causes an additional loss because the patrons out in the area that 
might market their stock elsewhere do not have the price-basing point to 
go by. 

The city of South St. Paul, with a population over 19,000, is wholly and 
entirely dependent upon the livestock market industry. They are not in a 
position to suffer a loss of this industry. The entire farming community of 
the Northwest is definitely involved and sustains a loss when the stockyards 
area of South St. Paul is flooded. 

The local interests at South St. Paul have provided some protective works, 
but the district engineer finds a need for extending and strengthening the 
existing works, and providing additional works where none exists at present. 
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The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors finds that the project is 
economically justified and recommends its construction, subject to certain re- 
quirements of local cooperation. 

After 4 years of authorized interim survey, the reporting officers of the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, recommend that : 

“The United States undertake the raising, strengthening, and extending of 
existing levees between miles 834.5 and 832.6 at South St. Paul together with 
improving interior drainage facilities for the protection of the industrial area 
of that city, exclusive of the South St. Paul sewage disposal plant, at an 
estimated Federal first cost of $2,567,700.” 

I am informed that the plan is generally acceptable to the local interests 
and that they have indicated their willingness and ability to cooperate in the 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to thank you and the members of the committee 
for the opportunity to submit this statement to you and to sincerely urge 
favorable report and authorization of the flood-protection work on the Missis- 
sippi River at South St. Paul, Minn., so as to prevent a recurrence of the 
tremendous financial loss and the dislocation which has occurred to the people 
and the municipality and to the industry of this area. 


Mr. O’Hara. I should like to have my statement inserted in the 
record in full and I should like briefly to state to the committee that I 
prepared legislation earlier, and also Congressman McCarthy, of St. 
Paul, prepared similar legislation for St. Paul, as these cities adjoin 
one another. I believe the Army engineers, while they have separate 
costs for the two locations of St. Paul and South St. Paul, are actu: lly 
treating them generally as one project. 

T am informed, Mr. Chairman, that the report to this committee by 
the Secretary of the Army and the report to the Speaker of the House 
by the Chief of Engineers of the Department of the Army, together 
with papers and illustrations on the interim report on the Mississippi 
River at St. Paul and South St. Paul, Minn., have been sihaiieta 

I am advised that the State of Minnesota has no objection to this 
report. Iam also advised that the Bureau of the Budget has no ob- 
jection to the submission of the report, without commitments as to 
any estimate of appropriations for the project. 

I know Mr. McCarthy is fully prepared to present the picture as 
this affects St. Paul. Therefore my testimony is directed to the South 
St. Paul project. 

In the spring of 1951 a low section of railroad embankment along 
the Mississippi River at South St. Paul failed, and the industrial 
area contiguous thereto was flooded by water coming in from the south 
end of the area. The St. Paul Union Stockyards Co. and Armour & 
Co., together with several smaller plants, were flooded and unable to 
operate for almost 3 weeks. The financial loss was tremendous to 
these companies. During the summer of 1951 these two, together 
with Swift & Co., built a dike south of their properties to protect 
themselves against future floods; this construction was based on their 
experience in 1951, when the spring flood crested at 18.8 feet over the 
flood-stage elevation. 

In the : spring of 1952 a second flood crested at 22.2 feet over flood- 
stage elevation and the problem of protecting this industrial area was 
magnified tremendously. The industries, working feverishly, hired 
every piece of earth-moving equipment available and widened and 
raised the dikes to again protect themselves. The cost to the indus- 
tries alone was one-half million dollars. 
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The city of South St. Paul has several large trunk sewers and its 
disposal plant in the flood area. Because of pressures exerted on the 
sewers, considerable damage resulted to this network of sewers in the 
flood area. 

I might say parenthetically, because of certain easement rights 
granted to the city of South St. Paul to put in the sewer system, a tre- 
mendous legal and financial responsibility rests on the city of South 
St. Paul to the extent that if this were to recur again they would be 
in serious danger of bankruptcy. 

The industries mentioned above employ approximately 6,000 local 
people and, in addition, serve a countless number of farmers, shippers, 
and rural areas in the handling of livestock. During the time of year 
in which floods occur, about 100,000 head of stock are handled weekly, 
and 5,000 trucks enter the yard area weekly. This market, by sales, 
is rated the second largest in the Nation, and receives shipments from 
14 States and 3 Provinces of Canada, and supplies 178 packers and 
processors in 22 States. Therefore, the huge and costly damage result- 
ing from floods in this area is not only a local disaster, but adversely 
affects the economy of a sizable portion of the Nation, 

The plants there, including the stockyard companies, I am informed, 
do annually between $375 million to $400 million worth of business a 
year. The South St. Paul market is a price-basing point for the entire 
northwest area, including parts of Canada. In other words, it is the 
market that establishes prices that the farmer gets for his livestock 
which he sells. 

Another point in which the farmers and producers of the market are 
suffering loss due to the closing down of the market facilities is that 
the South St. Paul market is the price-basing point for the farmers 
in the northwest area; whether they market here or not, their prices 
are based on the prices established here at South St. Paul. There- 
fore, when your price-basing point is broken down it causes an addi- 
tional loss because the patrons out in the area that might market their 
stock elsewhere do not have that price-basing point to go by. 

Included in operations at South St. Paul are two very large plants 
of Swift and Armour & Co. It is my information that those compa- 
nies service livestock from all over the United States, and process and 
ship it all over the United States. So this operation is of tremendous 
importance to the consumers and people who use livestock products. 

The city of South St. Paul has a population in excess of 19,000 and 
is wholly dependent on the livestock market industry. They are not 
in a position to suffer the loss of the industry. The entire farming 
community of the Northwest is definitely involved and sustains a loss 
when the stockyards area of South St. Paul is flooded. 

I might say parenthetically again, that also the consumers of this 
country would be vitally affected by the loss of that operation. 

The local interests at South St. Paul have provided some protective 
works, but. the district engineer finds a need for extending and 
strengthening the existing works, and providing additional works 
were none exists at present. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors finds that the project is economically justified and recom- 
mends its construction, subject to certain requirements of local co- 
operation. 
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I am informed South St. Paul feels these requisites of cooperation 
are reasonable. 

After 4 years of authorized interim survey, the reporting officers of 
the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, recommend that: 

The United States undertake the raising, strengthening, and extending of 
existing levees between miles 834.5 and 832.6 at South St. Paul together with 
improving interior drainage facilities for the protection of the industrial area 
of that city exclusive of the South St. Paul sewage disposal plant, at an esti- 
mated Federal first cost of $2,567,700. 

I am informed that the plan is generally acceptable to the local 
interests and that they have indicated their willingness and ability to 
cooperate in the project. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to thank you and the members of the 
committee for the opportunity of appearing before you. I appreciate 
very much, as you do know, that in the situation we found ourselves 
that the committee had reported out this bill, and it was the views of 
both Mr. McCarthy and myself that it would be highly necessary to 
have the legislation passed and to have the favorable consideration of 
the committee, so that it might be offered with other projects. 

Mr. Buatnirk. Thank you, Mr. O’Hara. 

The 2 floods referred to in 1951 and 1952 were very great floods. 
The 1 in 1951 was almost as high as the previous record set back in 
1881. 

Mr. O’Hara. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Buatnrx. And the flood in 1952 exceeded any previous flood. 
It had a 22-foot crest, which was the highest on record. 

Mr. O’Hara. By almost 4 feet. 

Mr. Buatnix. Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr, Buiarnrx. Thank you, Mr. O’Hara. 

Mr. McCarthy. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EUGENE J. McCARTHY, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. McCarruy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
wish to supplement the statements made by Mayor Dillon and Con- 
gressman O’Hara, of South St. Paul. I know your committee is 
familiar with the facts in regard to this project. Having received 
the testimony of the Corps of Engineers and others familiar with the 
technical problems, I am sure you know a good deal about it. 

As you know, the project involves the jurisdiction of two municipali- 
ties, the city of St. Paul and the city of South St. Paul, and conse- 
quently the problem of preparing and obtaining the necessary legal 
authority back home has been somewhat difficult. However, as Con- 
gressman O’Hara and the mayor assured you, we have reached the 
point of complete agreement and all of the State and local authority 
has been established. 

I would like to note the legislature last year authorized the city of 
St. Paul to issue $700,000 in bonds to provide the necessary funds for 
the local participation, and the city attorney has assured me the firm 
of Wood, King & Dawson, of Wall Street agreed to take these bonds 
whenever it is necessary to put them on sale. 
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So we are as ready as we can be for action back in Minnesota on 
this particular project. 

As you can note from the map, and as you have heard in the testi- 
mony, the problem of really full development of this northern 
terminus of the great Mississippi River transportation system, the 
water transportation system, is at the present time St. Paul, and as 
Congressman Blatnik and others of you know, the bluffs in this area 
adjacent to the river are extremely high, so that the possibility of 
industrial development which can make full use of this transportation 
system remains largely dependent on whether or not we can establish 
plants and warehouses, and things of that kind, on the bottomlands 
of the river. The cost of moving cargo up the steep bluffs is too high. 

So the development of this northern terminus of the Mississippi 
River transportation system depends in large measure on whether or 
not the land between St. Paul and South St. Paul can be protected 
from what has been at least 2 disastrous floods in the last 8 years, and 
the threat of a flood last year, when the waters did rise to a point 
where they covered the St. Paul Airport, and also certain lands which 
we hope eventually to develop for industrial purposes in this area. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot add anything more to what has been said 
by Mayor Dillon and Congressman O’Hara. I urge the committee 
. act favorably in including this, if it is at all possible, in the omnibus 

ill. 

Mr. Buiatnis. I thank the gentlemen for their statements. Are 
there any questions ? 

Mr. Mack. I would like to ask Mr. Anderson a question. 

Did I understand you to say, Mr. Anderson, that the element of 
land enhancement was involved in this project ¢ 

Mr. Anpverson. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. And the involvement of land enhancement in the St. 
Paul project is assessed at 14.3 percent, or $525,000? 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

Mr. Macx. Is that based on the Budget directive A-47 ? 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Of 1952? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, land enhancement involved in the St. 
Paul project is 28.6 percent of the total project cost and under Budget 
directive A-47 you are assessing 14.3 percent, or one-half of that, for 
land enhancement ? 

Mr. Anpverson. That is correct; 14.3 percent is the cash contribution 
for land enhancement. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to point out to the committee that here are 
two Congressmen who came before this committee and are willing to 
accept and make no plea that this is too much money. They are 
willing to accept the assessment based on directive A-47. 

Mr. Smirx. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, Mack. Other Congressmen appear before this committee and 
argue that their districts are not financially able to meet land-enhance- 
ment assessments. The committee in many of these projects in this 
bill, so far adopted, has greatly reduced the amount. , 

For instance in the Tombigbee, Miss., project, the Congressmen 
from the district argued an assessment of $6,300,000, which was based 
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on the same principle in Budget directive A-47, was too much and 
that their constituents could not pay it. The committee said, “Let us 
cut it down to one-quarter of that, or $114 million.” Then they went 
over to the Senate, where on the basis of hard luck stories it was 
reduced to $1 million. 

In the Saline project in Illinois it should have been $900,000 for the 
local interests’ contribution. The Congressman told a very convinc- 
ing and logical story of hardships facing the district. The committee 
reduced the local contribution to $200,000. The same thing prevailed 
on the Mississippi Valley project. 

It seems to me sound procedure dictates this committee have a 
definite policy. We should charge 50 percent, or 25 percent, or 10 
percent, to land enhancement. We should not decide by whim. We 
should take the advice of the Army engineers and change every project 
on the same percentage formula. 

Mr. Smiru. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Smrru. I think this project is obviously a very good one and 
it has been worked in very well with what the city of St. Paul intends 
to develop. The mayor of the city and Mr. McCarthy gave a very good 
story and indication of what the city of St. Paul intends to do with 
this land which is going to be protected from the floods. Obviously, 
this land which is going to be used industrially and made available for 
industrial use after this project is construed is going to be consider- 
ably enhanced in value by contrast with what is done in rural areas. 

I have not gone into any details on this beyond what has been 
presented here about enhancement, but certainly, as the record will 
show here and in previous hearings on this, the point was made 
by myself and other members of the committee that there is a far 
greater showing for some charge for land enhancement in areas in- 
volving commercial and industrial property directly protected from 
floods as contrasted with rural areas which are protected, where there 
is no idea of any change in value and it is mere speculation about the 
type of crop that might be grown on certain land, and so on. | 

I would like also to point out that when we talk about taking 
the judgment of the Corps of Engineers, that this policy of land en- 
hancement is the result of a directive of the Bureau of the Budget, 
ahd is not due to any initiative on the part of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to say this: I agree this project is one of the 
most worthy of its type, but I think we are making a mistake when 
we take the judgment of the committee, which has never seen the proj- 
ect, and we override the judgment of the Corps of Engineers, who 
have seen and studied the project. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is it the feeling of the gentleman that the Congress- 
man, who represents his district and knows the feelings and the hard- 
ships there, does not have a duty to report it to his colleagues on the 
committee and ask them to take it into consideration in determining 
what should be done on the project ? 

Mr. Mack. Certainly the Congressman from the district should 
present the views of his constituents in the best light possible, but 
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the committee should abide by the decisions of some board that in- 
spected and studied the project. 

Mr. Smirn. In other words, you don’t think the committee has any 
openty for judgment ? 

Mr. Buarnix. The Chair would like to point out that the state- 
ments are well taken, but we should confine our statements to specific 
points. The points raised are most valid and will be continued in 
executive session. 

Mr. McCartuy. I would like to add one other point. The onl 
consideration is the land development, but you do have in South 
St. Paul in this area the people who are the poorest in our community 
living there, and their small shops and homes are subject to serious 
floods and destruction each time the river gets over its banks. So, 
if you can, add that one to the other of economic development. 

Mr. Mack. I think you are right. 

Mr. McCartuy. I know you are, Congressman Mack. 

Mr. Biarntik. It is a good project and will correct a serious prob- 
lem to a municipality’s commercial and industrial districts. They 
have a most precarious situation, being exposed to the ravages of 
flood every spring due to the wide drainage area and the tremendous 
amounts of snow that often melts very quickly. The project has 
been given quite intense study and splendid local support. 

I congratuate the mayor and the two Congressmen for their con- 
tinued interest, ever since last August, in making it possible that the 
approval of the project reach the stage where it is now before the 
committee. 

The last project we have before us is a flood-control project, Sun 


River at Great. Falls, Mont., sponsored by our colleague LeRoy H. 
Anderson of Montana. Mr. Clarence Conway, project engineer of 
the Office of Chief of Engineers, is here to testify on this project. 
Mr. Conway, will you please give us the details and specifie facts 
on this project? 


Sun River at Great Faris, Mont. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, 
OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; the 
report on Sun River at Great Falls, Mont., is in response to House 
Public Works Committee resolution adopted July 15, 1947. The 
report of the Chief of Engineers is dated October 14, 1957. The 
report is confined to the consideration of the flood problem in the city 
of Great Falls. 

There is no existing Federal flood-control project at Great Falls. 
However, local interests have built small isolated levees which are 
ineffective except during minor floods. During the past 50 years 
15 damaging floods have occurred at Great Falls, and from the north 
damaging local storms result in floods of a frequency of once every 
1 or 2 years. 

The flood of 1953 inundated some 700 acres in west Great. Falls 
and required the evacuation of some 550 people and caused damages 
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estimated at $403,000. Without further flood protection the future 
average annual flood damages are estimated at $126,500. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends construction of 8 miles of 
levees with the necessary interior drainage facilities, including pump- 
ing plants along the Sun and Missouri Rivers; and, in addition to that, 
334 miles of interceptor ditches between the city and the hills to the 
north. 

The total cost of the recommended improvements is $2,120,000, of 
which $1,405,000 is Federal and $715,000 is non-Federal. The an- 
nual charges for the proposed improvements are estimated at $77,600 
and the estimated annual benefits are $119,800. The benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.54. 

Local interests are required to provide lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way, including necessary lands for interior drainage; hold and 
save the United States free from damages; perform without cost to 
the United States all necessary removal or alteration of existing build- 
ings and other improvements and all necessary alterations to bridges 
and approaches (except railroad) roads, streets, sewers, and other 
utilities; zone the unleveed portion of the flood channel through the 
damage area to preserve its capacity and to prevent further encroach- 
ments; maintain and operate the works after completion; and, con- 
tribute in cash 2.16 percent of the actual construction cost of all items 
of work to be provided by the United States, a contribution currently 
estimated at $31,000. 

The Governor of Montana endorses this project, and the Bureau 
of the Budget offers no objection to the submission of the report to 
the Congress. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. And the benefit-cost ratio you stated is most favorable 
at 1.54 to 1. 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buatnix. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Mack. Is there any land enhancement in this project ¢ 

Mr. Conway. Yes,sir. There is land enhancement. 

Mr. Mack. Is that $31,000? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. And you assessed that in accordance with Budget Circu- 
lar A~-47 issued in 1952? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macx. In other words, the engineers found that the land en- 
hancement amounts to 4.32 percent, and you are charging 2.16 percent, 
or one-half of that, according to the directive issued ? 

Mr. Conway. That is generally correct. 

Mr. Mack. And is that land agricultural land or industrial land? 

Mr. Conway. It is both commercial and residential land within the 
city of Great Falls. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will you yield for a question ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is this land-enhancement formula you referred to 
strictly based on the 1952 A-47, or on the revised circular A-47 as it 
was subsequently revised ? 
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Mr. Conway. It was based on the 1952 A-47. The land-enhance- 
ment provision is essentially the same in the proposed revision. 

Mr. Epmonpson. There is no revision ? 

Mr. Conway. In the land-enhancement portion of it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. The land-enhancement portion was not revised ? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Other portions of it were revised ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Biatrnix. Any further questions? 

Mr. Byrne. I notice this report is dated October 14, 1957 and the 
resolution authorizing it was adopted July 15, 1947. What has 
bees done in the past 10 years, or is this just working its way to the 
top ! 

Mr. Conway. Sir, the preparation of reports on investigations are 
based on many factors: The availability of funds, the backlog of 
work, the availability of personnel. 

Mr. Byrne. What has happened in the past 10 years in this area? 

Mr. Conway. Do you mean by that what development has occured ? 

Mr. Byrne. Yes. Or what floods have occurred, or anything else. 

Mr. Conway. The second largest flood of record occurred in 1953. 
The population of the town of Great Falls in 1950 was 39,000 and 
according to current trends it appears that the population by 1970 
will be probably scome 51,000 people. Considerable development has 
taken place within both the desidential and the commercial areas. 

Mr. Byrne. In other words, is there a greater need for this project 
now than there was when it was originally authorized, back in 1947? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir; I would say there is. 

Mr. Byrne. That is all. 

Mr. Mack. Seeking information, you said, in response to the in- 

uiries, that there has been some revision in the A-47 circular which 
Ties not relate to land enhancement. Does it relate at all to the 
assessment of 50 percent on rivers and harbors projects and pleasure- 
craft projects, or do you know about that? 

Mr. Conway. I would like to ask Mr. Weinkauff to answer that 
question. 

Mr. Wer1nxaurr. There is only one A-47. 

Mr. Mack. There is no revision of it? 

Mr. Wetnkaurr. No. There was a proposed draft which was cir- 
culated I believe, but as far as official issuance there was only one, 
in 1952. 

Mr. Mack. That relates to everything—flood control, pleasure craft, 
and to the assessment of power on the basis of the-—— 

Mr. Wernxkaurr. It covers various items. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Could I ask one question? Ihave a copy of A-47 be- 
fore me and there are four criteria set out in determiming land en- 
hancement. Among those are: Increases in the expected net income 
obtained directly from changed use of the property made possible 
by any form of flood control ; reduction of flood damage ; 
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Increases in expected net income from lands on which watershed- 
treatment measures are to be installed as part of the program or proj- 
ect; and, 

Increase in expected net farm income from additional production 
or reduced cost of production of farm products as a result of reclama- 
tion of land. 

Will you inform the committee as to how those formulas are ap- 
plied, and do you have any difficulty in determining them? Do you 
have a formula for applying this standard ? 

Mr. Wernxavurr. First, is the determination of benefits. Then 
these benefits are separated which accrue due to a reduction of damage 
to existing facilities, for example, residential areas or crops, or what- 
ever they may be. Then, in addition, we project the reasonable 
future changes that can be expected to occur without the flood-control 
improvement. In other words, what would happen without the im- 
provement, and what damages would result. That is not land en- 
hancement. 

Then we determine what changes in land usage would occur as a 
result of the flood-control improvement. For example, if you have 
swamp or pastureland and convert it to industrial land, or have 
pastureland and convert it to good cropland, the change in net in- 
come on that is the land enhancement annual benefit and it is upon 
that that we assess the actual charges and, as Mr. Mack pointed out, 
it is worked on a 50-percent basis. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, the approach you use is the actual 
improvement of the land itself, which is the land enhancement. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Where there is a definite change of land use, or 
a change in crop practices by virtue of the improvement; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, if the property were being appraised 
at its value before and at its value after the improvement, that would 
be the incremental difference between the two, would it not? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. If there is a change in land use; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. That is right. And only if there is a possible change 
in land use is there any land enhancement ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. So that actually you have a formula by which you 
determine land enhancement only on the basis of the increased value 
of the land resulting from the improvement of the land itself. 

Mr. Wer1nxavurr. That is correct, and we translate that into net 
income. 

Mr. Smiru. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. I will yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Scupper. You say there was a different and improved use of 
the land ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Yes, sir; improved crop practices are considered 
Jand enhancement. 

Mr. Scupper. A change in use could be improvement. 

Mr. Wer1nxavurr. What we call improved cropping practices. 

Mr. Smiru. Will you yield? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 
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Mr. Smrrn. How do you make that exact scientific calculation as to 
whether a man will make $222 an acre rather than $221.23 on some- 
thing that may be done 8 years from now if the project is completed ? 

Mr. WernxaAvrr. An analysis is made taking all factors into con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Smirn. You are very good if you are able to do that. I always 
felt before you were mighty good, but it is obvious that the Corps of 
Engineers ought to handle all of these satellite programs. Can you 
calculate and determine that? Obviously it is just a guess. 

Mr. Cramer. I would like to have the gentleman answer the ques- 
tion. What is the answer? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Mr. Smith and Mr. Cramer, we obtain the advice 
of various agricultural experts and analyze the present situation in 
the particular valley, and the trend, and try to determine from those 
figures and from the agricultural experts’ advice as to what will hap- 
pen; also using as a guide what has happened in other instances where 
flood-control improvements have been constructed. I grant you, Mr. 
Smith, no benefit evaluation is a precise evaluation. 

Mr. Biarnik. You cannot have a precise formula that can apply 
to any and every given type of improvement in land. You may live 
areas where the best you can do in the absence of precise economic 
figures is to make some sort of approximate evaluation. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. That is correct. 

Mr. Smirx. What I am trying to point out is I think our guess is 
about as good as theirs. 

Mr. Cramer. May I pursue that further? But you do not con- 
sider yours to be 75 percent wrong; do you? In the case of the 
Tombigbee you would not consider yourself to be 500 percent wrong, 
would you, in your estimates? Is there any possibility of your being 
that far wrong? ) 

Mr. Wertnxaurr. We are not that far off. 

Mr. Smirn. I got the very strong impression from reading an 
article in the Saturday Evening Post that the Corps of Engineers 
is 1 million percent wrong about everything they do. And the fact 
that the Saturday Evening Post is an unimpeachable authority is 
borne out by the fact that the minority reports have everything that 
they say. 

Mr. Cramer. The Army engineers’ approach to all of these projects 
is to use the same standard and judge all projects on the same 
standard and treat them on the same basis; is that right? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. Do you not think it is necessary that the Army engi- 
neers, in elevating this project, have some standard by which they 
can judge the projects equally and accurately ? 

Mr. Wernxkavrr. We do use a standard. 

Mr. Cramer. And you report on that basis to this committee? 

Mr. Weinxavrr. That is correct. 

Mr. McFa x. Is it not true this is a Bureau of the Budget standard 
which has been imposed on you for your use? Is that correct? 

Mr. Weinkaurr. We follow the provisions of A-47 in connection 
with the—— 








402 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Mr. McFat. It is not something the Corps of Engineers deter- 
mined, but something which has been provided for you by the Bureau 
of the Budget, and which you follow out; is that correct? 

Mr. Weinxaurr. We do follow the Bureau of the Budget’s Circular 
A~47 as far as the present formula is concerned. 

Mr. Smiru. May I make a reply ? 

Mr. Cramer. I have the floor. Just a minute. Could you advise 
us as to any other formula you think could better determine on an 
equitable basis the land enhancement or local cooperation ? 

Mr. Biarnix. May the Chair suggest at that point, will you direct 
that question to General Person who can answer a question of that 
nature in a little broader manner. 

Mr. McFauu. You yielded to me for a question. Will you permit 
me to continue ? 

Mr. Cramer. I will in just a second. 

General Person. The whole problem of local cooperation is now 
under study by the administrative branch of the Government and we 
are hoping legislation may result from that study which will be pre- 
sented possibly to the next Congress. 

Mr. Cramer. Do you have any better formula? Do you think that 
proposed and used by the Bureau of the Budget in A-47 is an equita- 
ble proposal ? 

General Person. There may be a change in the formula proposed 
but since the study is in progress and has not yet reached conclusion 
I do not know what will come out of it. 

Mr. McFatu. Will you yield? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. McFaut. General Person isn’t there a difference? I might 
anticipate some of the things you might find in your survey, but is 
there not a difference between industrial land as A-47 defines it, and 
rural and agricultural land, as to the availability of this land en- 
hancement for financing of these improvements? In the case of 
industrial land which will be improved, the bonding value of this 
land becomes available immediately to a municipality, while in a rural 
area this land enhancement is something away off in the future, de- 
pending upon the agricultural prices and the possibility of the farm- 
ers using this land, and other things. Are not these two situations 
entirely ‘different ? 

General Person. The different factors will be applied, of course, in 
the amount of land-enhancement benefits and, as Mr. Weinkauff said, 
it is not a precise science. We must use our best judgment in de- 
veloping the amount of benefits chargeable to it. 

Mr. McFaut. I can see you have already applied the difference 
insofar as the amount of land enhancement is concerned, as it applies 
to industrial and commercial property ; is that right ? 

General Person. Yes. 

Mr. McF atu. But is there not also a difference in the time it will 
become available? It is available immediately in industrial land 
whereas in agricultural land it becomes available in the distant future 
perhaps. 

General Person. There is a possibility that might be so, but in 
applying the plan we do not feel we can take it into consideration. 
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Mr. McFaut. Under the present rules as set down by the Bureau 
of the Budget you cannot take it into consideration ¢ 

General Person. That is right. 

Mr. Biatnix. Does the gentleman have any more questions ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes; I have. 

Mr. Scupprer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. I yield. 

Mr. Scunper. I have just one question. In respect to agricultural 
land, such as the Tombigbee project, or any other valley where they 
are flooded out every 2,3, or 5 years. If you could prevent the flood- 
ing it would save crops and you could through your research 
department and with the farm agent determine how often the crop 
is lost and how much damage is done each year. 

If you could provide improvement to eliminate such loss you most 
certainly would have an immediate increase in the land enhancement 
of the area. I have always assumed you had a good formula. It 
does not matter whether it is industrial or farming property that 
is involved. 

If you have land that floods out every other year, your chances of 
a crop are very uncertain. If we can construct levees and control 
the floods you can be fairly sure of a crop every year. The value of 
the land would increase to 2, 3, or 4 times as much as it was when it 
was subject to floods. 

Mr. McFatt. For the purpose of saving time I will disagree with 
the gentleman. 

r. Cramer. In those sections where you evaluate land enhance- 
ment, such as Tombigbee, the land enhancement has been a very, very 
small amount per acre. At Tombigbee wasn’t it 50 cents an acre? 

General Person. It was a very small amount. 

Mr. Cramer. It is never substantial when applied to acreage. 

General Person. It can amount to a very vouniaitel amount when 
a rr to industrial areas. 

Mr. Cramer. On the farms, I mean. 

General Person. It will depend entirely on the type of suggested 
use involved. For example, going from swampland to cornland it 
might be very substantial. 

Mr. Mack. In making your benefit-cost ratio do you take into con- 
sideration the land-enhancement values ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. If you did not take into consideration the land-enhance- 
ment values from these projects you would not keep above parity and 
it would not be 1144 tol or2to1. It might not come up to the parity 
rate unless land enhancement was considered. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. And land enhancement goes to the landowner and now 
the people of the country. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, some projects might not be feasible 
if land enhancement were not used ? 

General Person. If we neglected land-enhancement benefits, there 
is no question but what some projects might not be justified. 

Mr. Cramer. That is all. 
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Mr. Buarnix. The hearings will be resumed 10 tomorrow morning. 
We have seven more projects, similar to those which we had this 
morning, and we expect to complete them at tomorrow morning’s 
session. 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT OF LERoy ANDERSON, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SECOND DISTRICT, Mon- 
TANA, CONCERNING LOWER SUN RIVER FLOOD-ConTROL PROJECT, GREAT FALLS, 
Mont. 


Mr. Chairman, I urge you and the members of your committee to take favor- 
able. action concerning the authorization of the lower Sun River flood-control 
project at Great Falls, Mont. 

I have been present in this area during disastrous flooding conditions and 
I speak from firsthand knowledge in urging your support of this permissive 
legislation. 

Many residents of the area which has been flooded at intervals during the 
past years have written me in behalf of such a project. Some, of course, who 
have well-established homes in the area which might have to be moved because 
of the flood-control works, have objected to such a project, and rightly so. It 
is only natural that they would have strong and compelling reasons for such 
action. However, by far the great majority of the people favored this project, 
and would receive substantial and long-range protection with such flood-control 
works as would be authorized by the measure you are considering today. 

One severe flooding of this area, with possible loss of life, would cost us far 
more than the cost of the entire project. It is only reasonable and just that 
authorization be given for the project, and the people of Great Falls then can 
vote on a bond issue which will determine their will in the matter. 

Thank you for your consideration. 


(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the committee adjourned until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Wednesday, March 5, 1958.) 
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RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 
(Additional Projects) 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon pre- 
siding. 

Mr. Fation. The Public Works Committee is meeting today for the 
consideration of some rivers and harbors and flood cantrol projects. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, J ACKSONVILLE TO Miami, FLA. ( NaviGATion) 


The first witness this morning will be Representative A. Sydney 
Herlong, Jr., of Florida. 
On behalf of the committee, we welcome you, Mr. Herlong. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. SYDNEY HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Hertone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate this opportunity to be heard, and I shall not take but a 
moment of the committee’s time. 

I am appearing today in the interest of the Intracoastal Waterway 
project which is existing now between Jacksonville and Miami, Fla. 

It calls for a channel 12 feet in depth and 125 feet wide all the way 
down, and it is in progress at this time. 

I am fnborentidk: particularly at this time, Mr. Chairman, in a side 
channel which is presently thers but which we are seeking to have 
maintained by the Federal Government, which is the entrance into the 
Daytona Beach Yacht Club. The engineers will give you the par- 
ticulars on it. 

I can say this. This is a very small project. The annual charges 
total $590, and the annual benefits to recreational craft are estimated 
at $3,820, or a benefit-cost ratio of 6.47, which is a mighty good ratio. 

I think some of the members of the committee have been on this side 
channel. Representative Scudder from California has been in this 
area and has seen it and knows it. This is the Daytona Beach Yacht 
Club, Mr. Scudder, that we are talking about. I earnestly hope the 
committee will promptly approve this maintenance. That is all I 
have to say, Mr. Chairman. ; 
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Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Herlong. 

Mr. Hertong. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. On the same project we have Mr. John Murray, 
project engineer. 

Mr. Murray. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
report on the Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to Miami 
is concerned with improvement at Daytona Beach, as Mr. Herlong 
said. The investigation was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors 
Act of March 2, 1945. 

Local interests desire additional navigation facilities and main- 
tenance to serve some 2,000 recreational craft which pass the Palm 
Valley Bridge counting point each year. That is just south of Jack- 
sonville. 

The Chief of Engineers in his report recommends authorization 
of Federal maintenance of the entrance channel to the Daytona 
Beach Municfpal Yacht Basin 8 feet deep, 80 feet wide, and 1,800 
feet long. 

There is no first cost for dredging, and, as Mr. Herlong said, the 
annual charges are $590. Annual benefits are $3,820. The benefit- 
cost ratio is 6.47. The annual cost of dredging maintenance is $320 
a year. 

The Representative of the State of Florida concurs in the findings 
and recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, and the Bureau of 
the Budget advises that there is no objection to submission of the 
report. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. That has the recommendation of the Army Engineers ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fation. Any questions? Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smiru. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. It is customary procedure, is it not, for the Federal 
Government to stand all the cost of maintaining channels of this kind ? 

Mr. Murray. At the present time it is, sir. The local interests 
constructed it initially. 

Mr. Mack. Local interests constructed it, but the Federal Govern- 
ment normally maintains it? 

Mr. Murray. Normally maintains navigation facilities. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. No questions. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Scudder ? 

Mr. Scupper. Nothing. I have seen the project. I think it is a 
good project. 

Mr. Faruon. Mr. Kluczynski? 

Mr. Kuivczynsx1. No questions. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Batpwin. Will you repeat the benefit-to-cost ratio, please ? 

Mr. Murray. 6.47. 
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Mr. Batowin. Thank you. 

Mr. Dootey. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Dootey. Does that maintenance by the Federal Government in- 
clude the elimination of that weed that grows in the channels down 
there, that grows very prolifically ? 

Mr. Murray. The maintenance would include keeping the waterwa 
open, sir; should there be a aquatic growth, it would be removed. 

Mr. Dootey That is a local contribution, the effort to keep it clear, 
is it not, of plant growth that fills up all the canals?» 

Mr Murray. I don’t know of any for this case. There is no local 
contribution in this particular case. 

Mr. Dootry. I thought statewise there was. 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fauzon. Are there any other questions of the members ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. 


Texas Crry anp Vicrntry, Tex. (Fioop Conrror) 


The next witness will testify on the Texas City and vicinity. It is 
a hurricane project. 
= The first witness to testify will be the project engineer, Mr. Clarence 
onway. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, 
OFFICE, CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the report 
on Texas City is in response to section 204 of the Flood Control Act 
of June 30, 1948. The report of the Chief of Engineers is dated 
August 26, 1957. 

exas City is located on the southwest shore of Galveston Bay about 
9 miles northwest of Galveston, Tex. Industrial development in the 
city includes 4 large oil refineries, 3 petrochemical] industries, a tin 
smelter, and 83 roman oil wells. 

There is no Federal flood-control project in the area. However, 
local interests have constructed levees and a seawall which afford par- 
tial protection to the city. 

Floods in Texas City are caused by storm tides resulting from 
hurricanes. Storms of hurricane intensity occur on a frequency of 
about once in 10 years. Major hurricanes occurred in 1900 and 1915. 
The hurricane of 1900 resulted in tides reaching an estimated 1414 
feet above mean gulf level. 

Occurrence of a storm with a 1414-foot tide under present conditions 
would cause damages estimated at approximately $43,800,000. Po- 
tential average annual damages are estimated at $1,121,000. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends construction of 2149 miles of 
flood wall and 14.1 miles of new and enlarge earth levee, together 
with related drainage and stoplog structures, a navigation opening 
into Moses Lake, and pumping plants. The total cost of the im- 

rovements is estimated at $8,289,000, of which $6,166,000 is Federal, 

2,123,000 is non-Federal. 
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The annual costs are estimated at $334,000, and the average annual 
benefits are estimated at $1,453,000, resulting in a cost-benefit ratio 
of 4.4. 

Local interests must provide all lands, easements, and rights-of- 
way; hold and save the United States free from damages; make all 
changes, alterations, or additions or relocations of any buildings and 
utilities made necessary by the work; maintain and operate the work 
after completion; and contribute in cash 16 percent of the construc- 
tion cost of the project, a contribution presently estimated at 
$1,153,000. The Governor of Texas endorses the project. 

The Bureau of the Budget recommends that the project not be 
authorized until there has been an opportunity to review further the 
implications of the new program of hurricane protection proposed by 
the Chief of Engineers. The Bureau of the Budget further states 
that in view of the predominantly local character of the benefits 
anticipated from these projects, it is considered especially important 
that foxther study be given to the degree of non-Federal participa- 
tion in the cost of such projects. 

That concludes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. No. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Conway, is this $1,153,000 cash contribution recom- 
mended by the Army engineers due to land enhancement? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, the engineers figure the land-enhance- 
ment value of this project represents 32 percent of the total project 
and you are accepting half of that? In accordance with the pro- 
visions of A-47? 

Mr. Conway. It is computed in accordance with the provisions of 
A-47; yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. I notice here in the comments of the budget that they 
do not seem to be satisfied with the engineers’ evaluation of the allo- 
cation of costs. Do I take from that that the Budget Bureau thinks 
that the local contribution should be higher than the 16 percent ? 

Mr. Conway. Mr. Mack, the Bureau of the Budget referred to 
other reports made in response to Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 
which involve Narragansett Bay and New Bedford, Mass. 

Mr. Mack. They what? 

Mr. Conway. The reports involved are on Narragansett Bay and 
New Bedford, Mass. 

Mr. Mack. What has that got to do with this Texas project ? 

Mr. Conway. The Texas project would provide protection against 
storms of hurricane intensity. And Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 
also provided for investigations with respect to storms of hurricane 
intensity. 

Mr. Weinkauff is in position to discuss that matter. 

Mr. Mack. I do not quite understand you yet. 

Mr Wernxavrr. Mr. Mack, what it refers to essentially is that, as 
you know, under Public Law 71 we embarked upon an investigation 
of hurricane protection and protection against flooding due to hurri- 
canes. The first two reports we submitted under that particular au- 
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thority were Narragansett Bay and New Bedford, which Mr. Conway 
mentioned. 

The reference here by the Budget Bureau is partially to the ques- 
tion of the apportionment of cost. In our analysis we felt that this 
was flood control to the same extent that fluvial flooding is flood 
control. In other words, if your feet get wet, it is immaterial if the 
are wet from salt water or from fluvial flooding. We use the flood- 
control laws as the nearest intent of Congress as to what the local 
cooperation should be, and we therefore require the same type of co- 
operation, under these hurricane flood-control projects as we do for 

ood-control projects on inland rivers. 

Apparently, the Bureau of the Budget feels that some other for- 
mula should be set up. I cannot give you ere definite beyond 
that since I cannot speak for the Bureau of the Budget. But we 
have discussed it with them. 

Mr. Mack. Something like the distinction betwen a flood which 
results from overflow of streams, where the Government pays a hun- 
dred percent of the cost, and the overflow that comes from the sea, 
which comes from beach erosion, where they are only willing to pay 
up to 30 percent. Some distinction of that kind. 

Mr. Witenaovy. In these projects we are studying where there 
is a beach-erosion factor—there does not happen to be in this par- 
ticular case nor in Narragansett and New Bedford—we in making 
cost apportionments are also using Public Law 826, 84th Congress, 
which is the beach-erosion law, as the intent of Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget comments indicate that some other 
viewpoint should be taken. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes; thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Wright? 

Mr. Wrieur. I notice the benefit-cost ratio is 4.4 to 1, which is 
certainly an outstanding ratio of benefits to cost; is it not? What 
percentage of the projects that come before this committee has that 
high ratio of benefits to cost ? 

Mr. Conway. Sir, I do not have that information available. 

Mr. Wricut. As a rough estimate. Ten percent? Five percent? 

Mr. Conway. I would not hazard a guess at this moment. 

Mr. Wricut. The Bureau of the Budget apparently has no objec- 
tion to the submission of the report, according to our description 
here. If we were to wait until a thorough investigation were made 
and a complete reexamination of the wiitte policy involving this type 
of work, the wait would be indefinite and perhaps interminable on all 
such projects as this, I suppose, would it not ? 

Mr. Conway. Possibly. 

Mr. Wricut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fatxon. Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. I am very much interested in this new type of proj- 
ect, particularly with reference to the difference of opinion between 
the Army engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. 

As far as the cost ratio is concerned, I do not believe it has much 
bearing on this project, because it looks to me as if embarking on a 
new program of Federal aid by building a seawall around a city and 
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other valuable properties that have natural and recurring conditions 
such as have been causing the damage. 

I personally do not feel that there is much of a Federal responsi- 
bility in a project of this kind. 

If you are going to build sea walls around every city in low-lying 
country subject to hurricanes, floods, and tides, where flood condi- 
tions cause damage in low-lying areas, you are going to impose a tre- 
mendous job on the part of the Federal Government to take care of 
those deficiencies. 

I imagine if it be known that we are going to build seawalls to pro- 
tect cities subject to flooding that we could have several billion dollars 
of projects presented. 

f people build on the shores where they are subject to tidal floods 
they are going to lose their property and money, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment or somebody will have to bail them out. 

I feel you cannot compare the ordinary flood with tidal actions on 
low-lying areas. It is easy to see that the ratio of cost to value would 
be very great in this case. But the main value goes to the people who 
have built their homes in this lowland in spite of the knowledge 
of its periodical flooding. 

Mr. Wricur. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scupper. This is not a saat flood-control program. I think 
we would be justified in developing a new cost for such floods. 

I have a similar case in my district. Every so often they are going 
to be washed out, and the Government or nobody else can protect 
them. 

You cannot protect people who build in areas subject to flooding and 
I do not think it becomes a responsibility of the Federal Government. 
If participation is to be made by the Federal Government, then it 
should be on a scale comparable with the benefits that are going to 
accrue to the local interests. I think the benefit ratio here is too ee. 

Mr. Wricut. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Wricut. Go ahead. 

Mr. Epmonpson. This is primarily an industrial area that is pro- 
tected by the new wall that is being constructed; is it not? 

Mr. Conway. Both industrial and residential. 

Mr. Epmonpson. As I understood, you were enlarging an existin 
flood wall to 16 feet on the bay side os constructing a new wall to on 
through the Monsanto Chemical Co. area. Is that primarily indus- 
trial area where Monsanto Chemical is? 

Mr. Conway. That is partly industrial ; yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. This is the same area where they had a terrible 
disaster some years back with munitions that were being loaded there 
blowing up in the harbor ? 

Mr. Conway. It occurred at Texas City. 

Now, the larger part of the industrial area, sir, is in the southern 
part of the city. 

Mr. Epmonpsown. Is this a pretty substantial defense protection area 
where this city is located ? 

Mr. Conway. It has chemical plants in it, and I am not in position 
to answer the question on whether it is defense or not. I would 
assume that it is. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. Well, I just want to express my personal com- 
mendation of the engineers for recognizing a fact that a flood is a 
flood whether it occurs on a beach area or whether it occurs on a low- 
lying area of the Mississippi River, and to meet that flood problem and 
to do it by aggressive Federal action with local participation to the 
extent of their ability is sound Federal practice and sound govern- 
mental policy. I as one member of the majority on this committee am 
wholeheartedly in agreement with the engineers’ position on it. 

Mr. Smirn. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes; I would be glad to yield. 

Mr. Smirn. If we are going to accept the idea that people are not 
entitled to any protection because they live near the ocean or are en- 
titled to no Federal protection from floods, should we not set up a 
Federal zoning law so they will know in advance that they are going 
in there at their own hazard to live or develop an area like that? 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Edmondson has the floor. I am asking a question. 

Mr. Scupper. I agree with you. But zoning laws are usually the 
responsibility of the local government. 

Mr. Smiru. In the absence of such law, do you not think we should 
move to give them the same type of flood protection that all the citi- 
zens of the country are entitled to? 

Mr. Scupper. If you will yield there—— 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Edmondson has the floor. 

Mr. Fatron. Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Conway, both you and your other representative 
of the Corps of Engineers sential: that you are using on this type of 
project involving dangerous tides caused by high winds the same exact 
ratios and theories as apply to regular Rood control. I had some 
personal experience with the Corps of Engineers out in California 
during our 1955 Christmas floods which devastated the State with 
the greatest dangers and damages we ever had. 

The district I represent is the delta area of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Rivers, where the two rivers join and come into the San 
Francisco Bay. Some of the islands in that area were flooded, ac- 
cording to the Corps of Engineers, by floods coming down the rivers. 
One or two of them, according to the Corps of Engineers, were flooded 
by very high tides, the highest tides of the year whipped by the high- 
est winds of the year with the highest water coming down the rivers, 
all meeting together. 

The engineers came in and said, “We will give emergency assistance 
to certain of the areas due to the high water coming down the rivers. 
To those damaged by the high tides swept by high winds we will not 
give any emergency funds the Corps of Engineers have for that 
purpose. 

ow, how can you reconcile the position of the Corps of Engineers 
in that case where they said “Yes” in one case and in another case “No,” 
because tides whipped by wind are not the same as floods? 

How can you differentiate between your position there and your 
position here where you say it is all the same and that the same ratios 
and rules should apply ? 

Mr, Wernxavrr. Mr. Chairman, may I answer that question ? 
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Mr. Baldwin, Public Law 71 applies to the gulf coast and the 
Atlantic coast, and it is a report in which we are called upon to make 
our recommendations to the Congress and you have the prerogative 
of gene ting or rejecting them. 

i. west coast we are not making such a study since we have no 
Mh, legal authority to go in there at the present time. 

On this particular report or any other reports submitted under 
Public Law 71, if Congress chose to accept them the way we recom- 
mended them, then we would have the authority to construct them in 
accordance with the authorizing legislation. 

Mr. Batpwin. Let me ask about emer gency funds. Suppose tomor- 
row there was a hurricane down there and the seawall broke some- 
where and a large area was flooded and the question was, could you use 
your emergency funds to repair the seawall? Now, do you follow a 
different interpretation? Do you use emergency funds in the gulf 
and the Atlantic coasts and let the Pacific coast go down the drain? 

General Person. Sir, I do not believe under existing legislation our 
emergency authority could be so utilized. It would be a very ticklish 
question we would have to study. 

We have as yet no general authority from Congress to engage in 
flood-protection work for hurricane protection. 

Public Law 71, as Mr. Weinkauff mentioned, was enacted by Con- 
gress in order to permit us to make a study of that problem and to 
make recommendations to the Congress. If this project should be 
approved, it would be a legal act which would give us authority to 
engage in that activity at this location. 

Mr. Baipwin. Do I understand correctly that up to now, as far as 
the gulf coast or the Atlantic coast is concerned, you have not ever 
used emergency funds for the repair of seawalls or broken levees 
caused by tidal action, no matter whether the winds are a hundred 
miles an hour behind it ? 

General Person. I would like to check that if I may. 

Mr. Batpwin. I would like to know the answer to that. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Any other questions? Mr. Byrne? 

Mr. Byrne. No questions. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Robison ? 

Mr. Rostson. No questions. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Clark? 

Mr. CriarK. No questions. 

Mr. Fation. Any questions, Mr. Brown? 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. McFall? 

Mr. McFatu. No. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness will be Representative Clark Thompson. Do you 
represent that district, Mr. Thompson ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CLARK W. THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I have no desire to take much of your time. There are some un- 
answered questions, however, that I would like to comment on. 

The question was asked as to whether this is a basically strategic 
industrial area. Well, it is, because I think under that heading would 
come all of the refineries, all of the chemicals, and the tin plant. So 
this is basically a strategic locality. It was so taken during the Korean 
war and also during the World War II. 

I invite your attention to the water reservoir which is on the north 
end of the map, which is one of the most important points that will 
be protected by the new protective device. Of course, that has to be 
in good order or you cannot operate the industry. 

Now there is another question that was raised by one of you gen- 
tlemen as to whether this is the only project of its kind on the gulf 
coast. Well, in my own congressional district there is a dike—no 
seawall but a dike—being constructed around the town of Matagorda, 
a small port south of Texas City. There is another one being erected 
around the town of Velasco, 30 miles away. And Galveston has a 
seawall in construction in addition to an existing seawall. 

This project, gentlemen, so far as I have been able to find out, meets 
every requirement of the law as it is set up by the Congress. The 
Corps of Engineers comes up here in the face of a rather stran 
recommendation by the Bureau of the Budget and still recommends it 

I say it is strange for this reason: And I checked it very carefully. 
I do not want to ask for the passage of any project of mine that does 
not measure up in all respects. I have had too much experience with 
these, as some of you know, to waste time over something that is not 
right. But apparently the Bureau of the Budget now says, “Well, 
this meets up with all of the requirements as of now, but maybe they 
will be changed in the future.” That is the only way that I can in- 
terpret it. 

I invite your attention too, although it is a repetition, to the cost 
ratio. Mr. Wright asked if this were not exceptionally high. It is 
the highest I have ever presented, Mr. Wright, the best in all respects 
I have ever presented to this committee. 

Again I invite your attention to the fact that the community has 
put up every cent that is required by the policy set up by the Con- 
gress. They are ready to put up any additional sums that may be 
needed as the work progresses. We are ready in every respect to 
meet the requirements that have always been recognized by this com- 
mittee and by the Congress. And I leave it now to you gentlemen. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fauton. Any questions of Mr. Thompson ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatuon. Thank you very much, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you. 
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Houston Sure Cuannen, Texas (Navicarton) 


Mr. Fatton. The next project before the committee is the Houston 
ship channel, Texas. 

Repeenentative Thomas is here. Mr. Thomas, would you come up 
to the microphone. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT THOMAS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Tuomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. On behalf of the committee, you are very welcome here. 

Mr. THomas. Well, Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I am afraid 
that I have taken far too much of this committee’s time already in 
the past, and I want to thank you gentlemen for being so nice and 
patient. 

This project is the result of your good efforts in pushing and 
pulling, and finally it is here in a form for your consideration. 

It widens and deepens that channel. I believe, to use a convenient 
and lucky figure there, they cut off about 13 elbows in it, bends, and 
bring it up to about 40 feet deep from 36 I think. It builds a silting 
dam up above.” There was authorized in the past a turning basin at 
one place, and I think you changed that turning basin at a total cost 
of around $15 million or $16 million to the Government. 

There is the usual proviso that the local community shall hold the 
Government free of any damage caused by work under this legislation. 

Gentlemen, I certainly am grateful to you for giving me this oppor- 
tunity to come in and express my fervent hope that you will approve 
this project. 

I know you have got a thousand and one things to do without 
sitting here listening to me. If I may, let me again thank all of you 
and let these good Corps of Engineers people talk, who know a 
thousand times more about this than I do. 

Thank you so much. 

Mr. Fatuon. Thank you, Mr. Thomas. 

Mr. THomas. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Fatxion. The next witness on the houston ship channel is Mr. 
Henry C. C. Weinkauff, Chief, Surveys Branch, Office of Chief of 
Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, CHIEF, SURVEYS 
BRANCH, OFFICE, CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Wernxavrr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
report is in response to resolutions of this committee, the House 
Committee on Public Works, adopted February 17, 1950, and June 
27, 1956, and in partial response to a resolution of this committee 
adopted April 21, 1950. 

This report was submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Army under date of March 3, 1958. 

As you know, Galveston Harbor and Houston ship channel are on 
the gulf coast of Texas. 
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There is an authorized project, Federal project, at the present 
time. The authorized F eiwal project for Galveston Harbor and 
Houston ship channel provides for an entrance channel 38 feet deep 
and 800 feet wide protected by stone jetties; thence 36 feet deep 
and 800 feet wide to Bolivar Roads; thence a channel 36 feet deep 
and varying in width from 400 to 300 feet wide to the Houston 
turning basin. 

It also provides for turning basins at Hunting Bayou, Brady 
Island, anid Houston to depts of 36 feet; for a channel 10 feet deep 
and 60 feet wide from Houston turning basin to White Oak Bayou; 
for a dike in upper Galveston Bay; and silting basins as required. 

The deepening and improving of Galveston Harbor Channel and 
Houston ship channel are required to permit navigation with reason- 
able safety and convenience by supertankers which are now in serv- 
ice and under construction. 

Commerce on the Houston ship channel averaged 41 million tons 
during the period 1946 through 1955 and in 1955 amounted to 47 
million tons. 

Five-Mile Cut, which is also under consideration, and Turkey 
Bend Cutoff carry large amounts of shallow-draft commerce, re- 
spectively, 4,880,000 and 4,283,000 tons in 1955. It is important that 
provision be made for their improvement also. 

The Chief of Engineers has considered this project and recom- 
mends a plan to provide for dredging Galveston Harbor Channel— 
that is, the entrance channel—to 42 feet by 800 feet from the gulf to 
a point 2 miles west of the seaward end of the north jetty, thence 
decreasing to 40 feet by 800 feet, and further decreasing in width 
to 400 feet at the junction with the Houston ship channel. 

It also provides for dredging the Houston ship channel to a depth 
of 40 feet from Bolivar Roads to the lower end of Brady Island and 
in Hunting Bayou turning basin, with an increase in width to 400 
feet from a point 5,000 feet above Baytown to Boggy Bayou; recti- 
fying the alinement between Carpenters Bayou and ecu Bayou and 
easing 13 curves between Morgan Point and Brady Island; substitu- 
tion of the Clinton Island turning basin, 40 feet deep, for the Brady 
Island turning basin; an 8-foot by 125-foot channel through Five- 
Mile Cut; a 10-foot by 60-foot channel through Turkey Bend. Cutoff; 
closure of the upstream end of Turkey Bend Channel with an earth 
an and deauthorization of the small upper end of the Turkey Bend 

hannel. 

The Federal cost for this recommended improvement is $17,195,700, 
exclusive of $75,400 for navigation aids, and the non-Federal cost is 
$1,705,300, a total of $18,901,000. 

The non-Federal costs are for lands, easements, and relocations. 
Local interests have offered to provide the necessary local cooperation. 
The estimated annual benefits are $1,380,000. The annual charges 
are $791,000. That gives an overall benefit-cost ratio of 1.74. The 
Bureau of the Budget and other Federal agencies have no objection 
to the plan. The State of Texas is also favorable to the improvement. 
Mr. Chairman, unless there are any questions, that completes my 
statement. 
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Mr. Fatton. That has the recommendation of the Army engineers? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. The recommendation of the Army engineers is 
favorable, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. No questions. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Auchincloss? 

Mr. Aucutncvioss. No, sir. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Mack ? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, this is a rather large project, $19 million, 
but it does have the approval of every administrative agency, and the 
benefit-cost ratio is exceedingly high—1.74. 

Mr. Wernxavurr. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Mack. It seems to me there should be no controversy over this 
project at all. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Wright? 

Mr. Wricut. No questions. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. No questions. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Hull? 

Mr. Huw. No questions. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Cramer? 

Mr. Cramer. No questions. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Batpwrn. I have one question I would like to ask because the 
Pacific coast has the same problem. I am just endeavoring to get 
an idea of channel depths and the size of ships. 

We are talking about tank ships here primarily; are we not? 

Mr. Wetnxavrr. Primarily petroleum; yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. If you had a 42-foot incoming channel and then 
40 foot, what size tanker from the standpoint of tonnage is that going 
to accommodate ? 

Mr. Werxavurr. That will accommodate tankers up to 40,000 tons 
deadweight at full load, which is a 36-foot draft. Those tankers run 
about 700 feet long and a little less than 100 feet in beam. 

Mr. Baupwin. Is that the largest size tanker now that is now 
serving that area? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. It is one of the larger ones serving that area. How- 
ever, the analysis did not show an economic justification for deepening 
to a greater depth to provide for the small number of large-size 
tankers over and above the 40,000-ton deadweight. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I see. 

Mr. Wernxavurr. Those over 40,000 tons could operate at a reduced 
draft. They could operate at about a 2-foot lower draft than their 
full load and still come in there on the proposed depth that we 
recommend. 

Mr. Batpwin. Well, I appreciate the information you have given 
me. We have a survey now in process in the San Francisco Bay for 
exactly the same thing as this and for exactly the same purposes. The 
reason for my question is purely for information because I feel that 
we have got to recognize the fact that we now have deeper draft ships 
coming into these major channels and we have got to make means of 
getting those ships to the docks where their destination is. 
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Mr. Wernxaurr. Yes, sir; provided it is economically justified. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bautpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. What is the minimum overall depth for those 40,000- 
ton tankers ? 

Mr. We1nxaurr. The full-load draft of a 40,000-ton tanker is 36 
feet on an average. 

Mr. Cramer. The present depth of Galveston Harbor and Houston 
ship channel is 38 feet and 36 feet? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. The 38 feet is over the bar, and in this proposal 
42 feet to take care of the wave action. In the interior it is 36 feet 
at the present time. 

Mr. Cramer. What is the present controlling depth of the channel ? 

Mr. We1nxaurr. I believe it is near 36 feet. The improvement is 
essentially completed up to Simms Bayou. Some construction has 
oe going on here recently, but it is substantially completed up to 
there. 

Mr. Cramer. Under this proposed program it is completed up to 
that point ? 

Mr. We1nxavrr. Under the authorized project. 

Mr. Cramer. The existing authorized project? 

Mr. Wetnxavrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. Which is 36 feet? 

Mr. We1nxavrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. What you are going to do is provide 4 additional feet 
overall ? 

Mr. Wertnxavrr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. Well, now, yesterday we had under consideration 
Port Everglades, and it had a 38-foot controlling depth. Why is 
there a difference between this and that controlling depth? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Well, there are several basic reasons. One is we 
tailor the depth to fit the needs of the particular port. 

Also Houston is a large port of origin, and all the vessels have to 
go in there in order to take on their cargo, whereas in places like 
Port Everglades they do have some choice as to the size vessel that 
they dispatch to Port Everglades and similar ports. 

Mr. Cramer. Well, in our discussions yesterday I recall the ques- 
tion was asked whether or not the 40,000-ton tanker could be ac- 
commodated with the 38-foot controlling depth at Port Everglades 
and the answer was “Yes.” 

Mr. We1nxaurr. I think the figure yesterday, sir, was 30,000-ton 
tankers. 

Mr. Baupwin. I will confirm that. I think it was 30,000. 

Mr. Weinxkaurr. Yes, sir; they mentioned 30,000-ton tankers. 

Mr. Cramer. What is the thinking of the engineers with regard to 
uniformity in these projects ? 

Mr. Wernkaurr. Sir? 

Mr. Cramer. What is the thinking of the engineers in regard to 
uniformity in these projects? For instance, at Jacksonville we au- 
thorized last year 40 feet. This is 40 feet. And Port Everglades 
is 38. Tampa is 36. Why should there not be some uniformity? 
What is the justification for the difference ? 


——— 
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Mr. Wernxavrr. The justification for the difference is based upon 
the existing vessel traffic and the drafts of those vessels and the 
prospective vessel traffic in that particular harbor. 

A good many of the large vessels, for example, that navigate the 
Houston ship channel are used for the transportation of petroleum 
and its products to the large ports of New York, Philadelphia, and 
Baltimore. They normally would not put into a port like Port Ever- 

lades. 
7 Mr. Cramer. They would be transshipped to Port Everglades, in 
other words? 

Mr. Wetnxaurr. Well, they would use a smaller vessel. As a mat- 
ter of fact, the present tanker fleet consists of smaller and larger ves- 
sels. 

Mr. Cramer. But the result of using a smaller vessel is higher cost 
of fuel, is it not? 

Mr. Weinxavrr. There is also a higher labor cost. 

Mr. Cramer. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Wernxavcrr. Per ton. 

Mr. Cramer. So, in effect, the people at Port Everglades are going 
to have to spend more money for fuel compared to 40-foot harbors? 
In other words, the oil companies would use the deeper draft ship 
if they had deeper channels; would they not? 

Mr. Wernkavrr. You also have the problem of deepening along- 
side the berths, which is another economic factor which has to be 
considered, which may add to the cost if you deepen your access 
channels. It is really an economic determination. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. As I understand the point you make, as I under- 
stand the problem here, Houston ship channel is basically to send 
fully loaded ships out ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Batpwin. Therefore, you have no alternative. You have got 
to have a channel that is deep enough to handle those ships fully 
loaded ¢ 

Mr. Werxkavrr. Essentially that is correct. 

Mr. Batowin. But then, as I understand your point, you have got 
other harbors and other places where there are incoming ships and 
they have a choice, because, for one thing, in an incoming case, a ship 
could stop a little bit off the inner harbor and lighten off part of its 
load and then come on in not quite full ? 

Mr. Wetnkaurr. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. You do not have that alternative when you are load- 
ing it up to go out. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. That is true. They do do that in some ports, 
and it is a question of economics basically. 

As I say, we tailor the depth to fit the existing and prospective 
traffic to the draft of the vessels involved. 

Mr. Cramer. Well, as I remember the testimony yesterday on Port 
Everglades—and, of course, I am not objecting to this project at all, 
and I think it is worth while, economically sound—the question was 
specifically asked whether or not Port Everglades was deep enough 
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. for existing vessels and vessels foreseeable in the future as to draft, 
and your answer was “Yes.” : 
Mr. Wernxavurr. That is still the answer, sir. 


e Mr. Cramer. But limiting it to 30,000-ton vessels ¢ 
2 Mr. Weinxavrr. Well, actually, he gave you a figure of 30,000. 
1 And on rechecking, the figure is actually about 33,000 tons. 


Mr. Cramer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Fatton. Mr. Edmondson? Any questions ? 
n Mr. Epmonpson. No questions. 
Mr. Fation. Mr. Brown? 
Mr. Brown. No questions. 
Mr. Fatton. Mr. McFall? 
Mr. McFatu. No. 
7 Mr. Fatton. Mr. Clark? 
Mr. Crarx. No. 
Mr. Fauion. Mr. Byrne? 
Mr. Byrne. No questions. 
Mr. Fation. Mr. Dooley ¢ 
Mr. Dootry. No questions. 
Mr. Fatton. Mr. Robison ? 
Mr. Rostson. No. 


«oJ 


P Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Weinkauff. 
. Porr Aransas-Coreus Curistt Waterway, Tex. 
“ The next project to be considered by the committee is the Port 
Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. 
Mr. Conway. 
a STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, 
’ OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 
Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we have a 
at brief on this under preparation. It is on the way up and has not 
y arrived yet. 
The report on Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is in re- 
sponse to House Public Works Committee resolutions dated Septem- 
at ber 27, 1951, and June 27, 1956. The report of the Chief of Engi- 
d neers is dated February 10, 1958. 
P The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway provides deepwater 
ts channels from the Gulf of Mexico to Corpus Christi and to other 
ports on Corpus Christi Bay. 
| The existing Federal project for the waterway, in general, provides 
i- for depths of 38 feet m the entrance channel and 36 feet to Corpus 
Christi. Other channels extend to La Quinta and Port Aransas. 
Sy Within the Corpus Christi area are 6 oil refineries that have a 
daily processing capacity of some 216,500 barrels of crude oil. 
ve Commerce in 1955 on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway 
amounted to some 24,330,000 tons, and during the 5-year period 1951 
rt to 1955 the commerce averaged 23,840,000 tons. The commerce is 


predominantly petroleum and petroleum products, a large part of 


. which is carried in vessels with loaded drafts up to 35 feet. 
rh 
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Local interests desire improvement of the waterway to provide 
depths of 40 feet. Also they desire some channel widening. They 
claim that the authorized project dimensions—limited by the 36-foot 
depth—are inadequate to permit safe and economical operation of 
tankers larger than 28,000 tons. They also have estimated that over 
60 percent of the commerce on the waterway by 1965 will be carried 
by supertankers of 35,000 to 45,000 tons. 

It has been estimated with a channel depth of 40 feet that prospec- 
tive annual commerce on the waterway will amount to 27,509,000 
tons, of which 23,500,000 would be moved by seagoing vessels. Of 
this amount 20 million tons would be petroleum and petroleum 
products. 

It is also estimated that commerce from the Suntide refinery, which 
is north of Corpus Christi, would amount to some 4,600,000 tons if a 
deepwater channel were provided. Presently the products from the 
Suntide refinery move largely by pipeline to portside at Corpus 
Christi. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to provide in the entrance channel a depth of 42 feet, decreas- 
ing to a depth of 40 feet in the main channel extending northward 
to Corpus Christi, enlargement of the chemical turning basin, widen- 
ing of the industrial canal with flared entrances to the Corpus Christi 
and the Avery Point turning basins, dredging of Viola Channel to a 
depth of 40 feet and a width of 200 feet, and dredging of Jewel 
Fulton Canal to a depth of 12 feet. Also the recommendation pro- 
vides that local interests have the privilege of selecting the Clara 
Driscoll Channel in lieu of the Viola Channel at the time of construc- 
tion at no additional cost to the United States. 

The total costs of the recommended improvements are estimated 
at $8,078,600, of which $6,272,000 is Federal, $1,806,600 is non-Fed- 
eral. 

The annual costs are estimated at $305,300, and the average annual 
benefits are estimated at $858,550. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.8. 

Local interests are required to contribute in cash 50 percent of the 
total cost of dredging and levee construction of the Viola Channel 
and turning basin, presently estimated at $1,372,000; furnish all ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas necessary ; bear the cost 
of altering all utilities, including pipelines, powerlines, telephone and 
telegraph lines, cables, and highway facilities; and to hold and save 
the United States free from damage. 

The Governor of Texas approves the feasibility of the project, and 
the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to submission of the re- 
port to Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my presentation. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you, Mr. Conway. 

Any questions, Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Smitu. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Auchincloss ? 

Mr. Aucutnctoss. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Mack? 
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Mr. Mack. General Person testified yesterday that these projects 
that were being submitted would add to the cost of the omnibus rivers 
ee marr bill $47 million. Is this a new and additional project 
to that ¢ 

General Person. This is in addition to that. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, if we accept this, all these projects, in- 
cluding this one, the increased cost will be about. $53 million instead 
of $47 million ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Just why is such a heavy part, or 50 percent, of the cost 
of the turning basin assessed to the local interests on this? Is that a 
one-user proposition ? 

General Person. It isthe one-user concept. 

Mr. Conway. It is the one-user concept. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Fautwon. Mr. Wright? 

Mr. Wrieut. The Corps of Engineers does recommend the approval 
of this project ? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrieut. That is all. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Hull? 

Mr. Hutt. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. No questions. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Cramont 

Mr. Cramer. No. 

Mr. Fation. Questions on my right ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fation. Questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Mack. Could I ask one more question ? 

Mr. Fauuon. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. This Port Aransas project up here is under some con- 
troversy in the river and harbor bill on the badis of the local interests 
asking a refund and the Secretary of the Army and the Budget Di- 
rector recommending against it. Would that channel that runs up 
to Port Aransas be in any way termed a part or portion of the main 
project ? 

Mr. Conway. You are talking about the channel to La Quinta, are 
you not, Mr. Mack ? 

Mr. Mack. La Quinta. That is right. Is that in any way con- 
nected with 

Mr. Conway. It is not connected with the recommendations con- 
tained in this report. 

Mr. Mack. It could not be considered as part of this main channel, 
thereby justifying the granting the Army position that they should 
be made a refund? 

Mr. Conway. No, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Conway. 

Mr. Young? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I think 
certainly at this time the best way to appeal to the committee is 
through brevity, and I certainly will be brief. 

I would like to add only this to what has been said, Mr. Chairman: 
That is that this proposed Federal project is actually a complement, 
a sort of a completion to a project that is underway in that area, a 
multimillion dollar port-highway improvement project. 

Now, up to recently the port was hampered considerably not only 
by the shallow draft but by a very narrow bottleneck at the entrance 
to the port in the form of a railroad and vehicular bridge. 

Now, at the cost of many millions of dollars, in excess of $50 mil- 
lion, the local interests have gone into a port-highway improvement 
program which involves, among other things, the removal of this pres- 
ent railroad crossing to what is known as the upper harbor crossing. 
It has certain Truman-Hobbs phases to that. But in addition to that 
the construction of a high-level, 6-lane vehicular crossing at the mouth 
of the turning basin itself at the channel there at Corpus Christi has 
been undertaken, at a cost, plus other facilities in connection with it, 
of about $15 million to local interests. 

I simply want to say that if this Federal project is approved, then 
it will enable these tankers, these deep-draft ships, to get into the 
refineries, and so forth, back in the harbor where their facility is 
greatly, greatly needed. 

I deeply appreciate the committee’s attention, and I will appreciate 
your consideration of this bill. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dootrey. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Fauion. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Dootrr. This has no bearing on the validity of the project, but 
is the naval station at Corpus Christi still there—the naval air station? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, Mr. Dooley, very much so. It is very active and 
is becoming more active every day. 

Mr. Dootxy. I am familiar with the area. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Faxon. Thank you very much, Mr. Young. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Cuerunctre River anp Bocuse Fars, La. 


Mr. Fation. The next project for consideration will be the Che- 
functe River and Bogue Falia, La. 
Mr. John Murray, project engineer. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
report on Chefuncte River and Bogue Falia was authorized by resolu- 
tions of the Senate Committee on Public Works adopted July 14, 1953. 
The existing project for this stream provides for a channel 8 feet in 
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depth to mile 14 at Covington, La., and with an unspecified width. 
The principal difficulty attendant to navigation at the seers time is 
the shallow depth at the mouth of the stream into Lake Pontchartrain. 

The recommendation of the Chief of Engineers provides for a chan- 
nel 10 feet in depth from the 10-foot contour in Lake Pontchartrain 
to mile 314 at Madisonville. 

In 1956 there were about 38,500 tons of commerce on this waterway, 
principally to the industries at Madisonville. 

The total estimated cost of the work is $48,000 for construction and 
$5,000 annually for maintenance in addition to that now required. 
The average annual benefits total $14,280. The annual charges are 
$6,700. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.1. 

The recommendation also provides that local interests shall agree 
to provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way and hold and save the 
United States free from damage due to construction and maintenance 
of the work. 

The Representative of the State of Louisiana approves the recom- 
mendation, and the Department of the Interior does not believe the 
work will seriously affect fish and wildlife resources but requests con- 
sultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Louisiana Wild- 
life and Fisheries Commission during planning and construction of 
the project. The Bureau of the Budget advises there is no objection 
to submission of this report. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fauion. Are there any questions? 

No questions / 

Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Doorry. Mr. Chairman, I have just one question I would like 
to ask. 

Mr. Fauion. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Dootry. Is there pleasure boating involved in this? 

Mr. Murray. There is recreational boating, sir, but it is of drafts 
for which the authorized project is suitable. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you, sir. 


Houui Creek, Va. 


Mr. Farton. The next project under consideration is Hull Creek, 
Va., a navigation project. 
Mr. John Anderson, project engineer. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN ANDERSON, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
report on Hull Creek is in response to the River and Harbor Act of 
July 24, 1946, and is printed in House Document No. 287, 85th Con- 
gress, 2d session. 

Hull Creek is a small tidal estuary on the right bank about 9 miles 
above the mouth of the Potomac River. Rogers Creek enters Hull 
Creek at the mouth of Hull Creek. 
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Controlling minimum depths in Hull and Rogers Creeks are about 
1 foot and 2.4 feet, respectively, due mainly to a bar which has formed 
across the mouth of Hull Creek. There is no existing Federal project 
on Hull Creek. There are about 1,500 people residing in a 30-square- 
mile area. Most of them are engaged in Leming and fishing indus- 
tries. Waterborne commerce, principally fish and fish products, is 
confined totally to Rogers Creek. It totaled about 1,020 tons in 1955. 
The existing fleet consists of 52 commercial craft and 31 recreational 
craft. 

Local interests desire a channel 6 feet deep and 100 feet wide to 
permit commercial fishing and pleasure craft to base in Hull and 
Rogers Creeks and to afford a safer harbor of refuge. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends an entrance channel 6 feet dee 
and 60 feet wide from that depth in the Potomac River to the mout 
of Hull Creek to water of the same depth in Rogers Creek, a distance 
of about 2,350 feet, protected by twin stone jetties having a total length 
of approximately 3,950 feet. 

The Chief of Engineers further recommends that the authorization 
shall expire 5 years after the date on which local interests are notified 
in writing of the requirements of local cooperation unless local inter- 
ests within the prescribed 5-year period furnish assurances satisfac- 
tory to the Secretary of the Army that the local cooperation will be 
forthcoming. 

Based on 1956 price levels, the Federal cost of the project. is 
$269,800 and the non-Federal cost is $85,800, including a cash contribu- 
tion of $72,400. Annual charges are $20,610. Annual benefits are 
$25,900, which gives an indicated benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.26. 

Local interests are required to contribute in cash 21.2 percent of 
the initial cost of construction, estimated at $72,400, furnish all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way for the project, hold and save the Fed- 
eral Government free of damages, provide and maintain the adequate 
public-wharf landing and parking area adjacent to the public wharf 
and a public access road. 

The report was referred to the Commonwealth of Virginia, which 
concurred in the project but stated it is doubtful that local interests 
will be able to make the required cash contribution. 

The Commonwealth further stated, however, that before expiration 
of the 5 years, which is in the requirement, local interests may be able 
to raise the necessary funds. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to submission of the re- 
port to Congress. However, it notes that the director of the Depart- 
ment of Conservation and Development of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia states that it is doubtful that local interests will be able to 
contribute in cash 21.2 percent of the initial cost of the work. Further- 
more, it would appear that harbors of adequate depth are available 5 
miles upstream at Coan River and 9 miles downstream at Little 
Wicomico River. 

The Bureau of the Budget considers, because of the proximity of 
adequate existing harbors, that no urgency exists for the authorization 
of the recommended improvement of Hull Creek without the custom- 
ary assurances from local interests that they are willing and able to 
meet the necessary requirements of local cooperation. 

For this reason the Bureau of the Budget would recommend against 
authorization of this project. 
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That concludes my testimony. 

Mr. Fatuon. Any questions on my right ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Auchincloss? 

Mr. Aucuincxoss. No questions. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Anderson, the assessment of $72,400, or 21.2 percent, 
of the cost of this project to local interests is based on the fact that 
that is the amount of benefits that will accrue or one-half of the 
benefits that will accrue to the recreational craft ? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes,sir. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, according to the Army engineers, the 
recreational craft would receive benefits totaling 42.4 percent of the 
total project, under Circular A-47 assessing one-half of those benefits? 

Mr. Anverson. No, sir; not in accordance with A-47. 

Mr. Mack. According to the Budget Bureau there are available 
alternate harbors nearby that could be used at the present time? 

Mr. Anverson. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiru. This is in accordance with A-47 ? 

Mr. Anverson. No; this is in accordance with the Corps’ policy on 
recreation craft harbors. 

Mr. Mack. Does not A-47 also provide in the case of pleasure craft 
one-half of the cost of the development will be charged ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir; I do not believe that is in A-47. 

Mr. Mack. That is, the Corps of Engineers lays down this 
policy 

Mr. ANperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Of assessing one-half? 

Mr, Anperson. That is right. 

Mr. Mack. You have no authority from Congress for that regula- 
tion; have you? It is a policy set down by the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Anperson. It isa policy of the corps. 

Mr. Mack. The same as A-47 applies to land enhancement set down 
by the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; 50 percent of the cost. 

Mr. Smiru. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. SmiruH. You have no authority from Congress for A-47, do 
you ? 

Mr. Anprerson. No, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. All right. 

Mr. Fation. Any questions, Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. No. 

Mr. Faution. Mr. Cramer? 

Mr. Cramer. No questions. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Clark? 

Mr. Crark. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Byrne? 

Mr. Byrne. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Dooley ? 

Mr. Dootry. No. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Robison ? 

Mr. Ropison. No questions. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much. 
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San Dreeuiro River, San Dieco County, Cauir. 


The next project under consideration will be the San Dieguito 
River, San Diego County, Calif. 

Representative Utt. 

Mr. Utt, on behalf of the committee, may we welcome you here as a 
witness this morning ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Urr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is James B. Utt. I represent the 28t! 1 District of Cali- 
fornia, and I did want to say a word or two about ‘the San Dieguito 
project. 

This is a project in a little river in San Diego County in which 
there is a considerable amount of flood hazard in exceptionally wet 
years. 

The Army engineers have recommended the project. It calls for 
around $1,900,000 on the part of the Federal Government for flood 
control. The other $18 million, for a total cost of $20 million, will 
be provided by local support, probably the city of San Diego in com- 
bination with the people in the exact area. 

This little San Dieguito River empties in the Pacific at a little 
town of Del Mar and floods the county fairgrounds as well as the race- 
track that is there and several thousand acres of subdividable land 
which cannot be subdivided unless this flood control work is put in. 
The firm flow is about 18,000 acre-feet. 

The annual cost is something like $780,000 a year, which would 
amount to around $35 an acre-foot, which is far too high for the cost 
of irrigation w ater, probably not too high for domestic consumption. 

The city of San Diego uses the existent reservoir and would use 
the new reservoir for storage because there is not enough annual run- 
off to take care of the needs down there, but it is near the metropoli- 
tan ee or the San Diego aqueduct from the metropolitan dis- 
trict into San Diego, and it would store some 375,000 acre-feet of 
water which would be available from surplus water from the metro- 
politan district for use of the city of San Diego. 

I think there is nothing else I can add to it except to say that local 
funds would be provided to the extent of $18 million. The Federal 
contribution would be about $1,900,000. 

I would be glad to answer any questions if there are any by the 
committee. 

Mr. Faxon. Are there any questions on my right 4 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Fatton. Questions on my left? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I am at a loss to understand why the 
local interests are willing to pay such a high percentage of cost of 
this project, noting from the figures they are willing to pay 90 per- 
cent of the cost of project, or 89} percent, compared to 10 or 11 percent 
by the Federal Government. 
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In the use of the water from the reservoir you are giving flood 
control 25 percent. of all the water, approximately, and only using 75 
percent. 

What benefits do you get? Industrial? 

Mr. Urr. Storage benefits from the Colorado River water that 
comes into the district. 

Mr. Mack. What is it used for? Irrigation? 

Mr. Urr. No; that storage water is for the city of San Diego. 

Mr. Mack. Domestic supply ? 

Mr. Urr. Domestic supply. For which they pay about $20 an acre- 
foot from the Colorado River, but they do not have sufficient storage 
capacity to take the off-peak surplus water and store it for the time 
when they are short. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any element of land enhancement here to cause 
you to pay so much? 

Mr. Urr. There would be as far as flood control, because, while 
this only floods about every 10 years, that flood keeps anyone from 
subdividing and building in that area. It serves the Rancho Santa Fe, 
which is a very high-class subdivision, although now subject to flood. 

Mr. Mack. In addition to water storage you are paying something 
for land enhancement ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatiton. Any other questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you very much, Mr. Utt. 

The next witness on the same project is Mr. Conway. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, 
OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
report on the San Dieguito River is in response to section 4 of the 
Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941, and the report is printed as 
House Document No. 288, 85th Congress. 

The San Dieguito River is located wholly within San Diego County. 
There is no existing Federal flood-control project in the basin. 

Local interests have constructed levees near the mouth of the stream 
which afford minimum flood protection. They have also constructed 
a number of reservoirs for supply of water for domestic and agri- 
cultural purposes. 

Seven major floods and numerous smaller floods have occurred in 
the basin, However, no major floods have occurred in recent years. 
Damages from the 1937 flood amounted to an estimated $400,000, 
Average annual damages with the existing Hodges and the Souther- 
land Reservoirs operating are estimated at $232,000. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends participation by the United 
States in the cost of a multiple-purpose dam and reservoir project 
for flood control and water conservation to be constructed by local 
interests at the Hodges site. This reservoir would have a capacity of 
375,000 acre-feet, of which 85,000 would be reserved for flood control. 
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The total cost of the project is estimated at $20,300,000, of which 
$1,961,000 would be Federal. The annual cost for the overall project 
is estimated at $771,200, and the average annual benefits are estimated 
at $882,400. The recommended improvement has a cost-benefit ratio 
of 1.14. 

Federal participation in the construction of a project at the Hodges 
site is subject to the condition that local interests finance, construct, 
operate, and maintain the project and furnish assurances that they 
will operate the project for flood control in accordance with rules 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; hold and save the United 
States free from damages; prescribe and enforce regulations designed 
to prevent encroachment on the channel between the Hodges dam- 
site and the ocean. 

The Governor of California approves the project recommended, 
and the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to submission of the 
report to Congress. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fatxon. Thank you, Mr. Conway. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Conway, what is the cost of the flood-control part 
of this dam? 

Mr. Conway. What is the cost? 

Mr. Sarru. The flood-control portion. 

Mr. Conway. Well, to the Federal Government it is estimated at 
$1,961,000. 

Mr. Soriru. I realize that, but I mean is there any other cost of the 
flood-control portion ? 

Mr. Conway. Well, sir, the cost was developed by the accepted 
separable cost-remaining benefit method. The overall cost for the 
portion of the project that would be required for the flood-control 
features is $4,330,000. 

Mr. Smitu. What was the formula by which the local contribution 
on the flood control was arrived at ? 

Mr. Conway. The improvements proposed for flood control would 
protect an area which is considered similar to a local protection proj- 
ect. The area subject to flooding downstream from the Hodges dam 
site could be, from an engineering standpoint, protected by levees. 
The portion of the cost to be borne by the Federal Government was 
apportioned from the total cost of the features of the dam for flood- 
control purposes, with local interests bearing all costs of the lands 
in the reservoir, the relocations and other features of the project that 
are normally borne by local interests in connection with local pro- 
tection projects. 

Mr. Smirx. I do not think I got an answer to my question, but 
I will ask you what land enhancement was involved in it. 

Mr. Conway. There was no land enhancement computed. 

Mr. Sauru. I want to clarify a point that was made in a previous 
question. 

Mr. Mack. Will the gentleman yield? What you mean is that 
the local assessment was based upon the alternate method of using 
the reservoirs in place of dikes? Is that correct? 

Mr. Conway. That is essentially true, Mr. Mack, yes, sir. 
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Mr. Mack. Not land enhancement ? 

Mr. Conway. No, sir. 

Mr. Sorru. I want to make it clear that this shows on the sheet 
$1,961,000 Federal and $18,339,000 local, and the disproportion re- 
sults from the fact that the major purpose of the dam is to provide 
domestic water supply; if you were only seeking to provide flood 
control to the area, you could erect dikes and levees and there would 
not be any dam. 

Not that I object to any detail of the project, but it certainly should 
not be used to justify any idea of land enhancement or local contribu- 
tion. I mean there is no local contribution for flood control. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield? Is it not a fact this is 
really enlarging the reservoir for San Diego, which really is a local 
cost ordinarily, and you are justifying it on the basis of flood control ? 

Mr. Conway. The project is not wholly justified on flood control. 
Flood control is just a part of the benefits that would accrue to the 
overall project. 

Mr. Fatton. Any other questions? 

Mr. Scupper. Normally, this water is stored for domestic use, and 
now we are taking care of industrial and commercial use of water. 

Mr. Smiru. When I said “domestic” I meant all types of use. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you. This dam was built for domestic and 
industrial storage of water. We have been considering water storage. 
So it seems that the local interests are paying the big end of it be- 
cause they want to store the peak flow of water that comes in from the 
Colorado River for the dry season. 

Mr. Fation. Any other questions? 

(No response. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Conway. 

General Person. Mr. Chairman, might I answer at this point Mr. 
Baldwin’s question that I did not have an answer to previously ? 

Mr. Baldwin asked whether we have used our emergency funds 
under Public Law 99 to repair protective works which were con- 
structed for the purpose of protection against inundation due to tidal 
or wind action. 

On the coasts, the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific, we have not used 
Public Law 99 funds for that purpose except where the same pro- 
tective works also provide protection against floods induced by rain- 
fall runoff. 

In one instance on the Great Lakes we did utilize Public Law 99 
funds to protect against a hurricane-induced or a storm-induced flood, 
but we have never used Public Law 99 money, as far as our records 
show, on the seacoast. 

Mr. Batpwin. I appreciate your clarifying that point. 

General Person. Of course, for example, the Galveston seawall was 
specifically authorized by Congress ana constructed by us. If that 
should be damaged by hurricane we would be justified in using Publie 
Law 99 money. 

Mr. Bautpwin. Yes. 

General Person. Also we have used considerable Federal funds in 
restoring hurricane-induced damage under Public Law 875 acting as 
the agent for the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you. 
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VerMiLion Harsor, Onto 


The last project before the committee is Vermilion Harbor, Ohio. 

I have a letter here from Congressman Baumhart, of Ohio, to 
which is attached a brief statement on the project. Without objec- 
tion, it will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Congressman A. D. Baumhart, Jr., of 


Ohio, follows: ) 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN A. D. BAUMHART, JR., OF OHIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Public Works, I would like 
to urge that your committee give favorable consideration to the Vermilion 
Harbor project as reported in House Document 231, 85th Congress, 1st session, 
and include it in 8.497 presently before your committee. 

The need for this project has long been recognized and this need has become 
even more acute in recent years. This project will benefit not only the local area 
involved but will provide a vitally needed additional safe harbor for the many 
recreational and commercial boats now using that area of Lake Erie. 

In 1917, the harbor was considered to be of such little commercial significance 
that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommended that it be 
abandoned. However, a concerted effort on the part of local yachtsmen and 
commercial fishermen forestalled abandonment proceedings and the harbor con- 
tinued in use. During the period 1917 to 1986 small-boat activity increased 
considerably along with a normal increase in commercial fishing, and a traffic 
survey conducted in the latter year showed the harbor to have a very high-use 
factor. The above-mentioned survey, based on the 1932 amendment to the 
Rivers and Harbors Act substantiated the claims for improvement by local inter- 
ested parties. Nothing was done at this time and on two other occasions in the 
next 10 years, September 5, 1947, and October 17, 1948, two additional reports 
were made indicating the need for harbor improvements. The most recent har- 
bor survey conducted in the summer of 1957 substantiated the need for improved 
facilities. 

Over the past decade, there has been a considerable increase in the number 
of small-boat owners in the lake area between Cleveland and Toledo. Presently 
these boats are denied the use of the Vermilion Harbor during times of rough 
weather due to the shallow draft of the inner limits of the entrance channel. 
The project under consideration would rectify this situation and provide a safe 
refuge during periods of inclement weather. 

Further, commercial fishermen of this area who are based in the Vermilion 
Harbor encounter considerable financial losses yearly as a result of damage to 
their nets and spoilage. The river has become so shallow that under certain 
weather conditions the boats cannot be used. These losses could be alleviated by 
the proposed harbor improvements. Under the present harbor conditions, com- 
mercial fishing is restricted and the industry is not progressing as the favorable 
location of the area would indicate it should. These harbor improvements would 
stimulate recreational boating activity and the additional construction of small 
boats. : 

The Vermilion Harbor Committee has indicated the village’s financial ina- 
bility to furnish any contribution toward improvement of the harbor entrance. 
However, it has been indicated the village could reasonably improve publicly 
owned water frontage along the river, and the State has been suggested as a 
possible source for local contributions inasmuch as many of the benefits derived 
would be enjoyed on a statewide basis. The recently created State waterways 
safety commission may be the source of additional funds. 

In view of the above and the resulting benefits that would be derived by both 
the area’s commercial fishermen and the small-boat owners and builders, I 
would like to strongly urge your favorable consideration of the inclusion of this 
project. 


Mr. Fation. Mr. Anderson, project engineer. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN ANDERSON, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
report on Vermilion Harbor is in response to the River and Harbor 
Act of March 2, 1945, and is printed in House Document 231, 85th 
Congress. 

The existing project provides for two parallel piers, 125 feet apart, 
with an aggregate length of 2,200 feet, extending from the shore at 
the mouth of the river to a natural depth of 10 feet in Lake Erie. 

Local interests have constructed lagoons, the Erie, Ontario and 
Superior lagoons, for harboring of recreational craft. 

The village of Vermilion and the adjacent area had a population 
of about 8,000 in 1950. 

The average annual receipts of fish into this harbor for the period 
1940 to 1953 was about 865 tons. 

There are 17 fishing vessels having drafts from 2 to 6 feet which 
are based at this locality. There are also 660 recreational craft which 
are based in the harbor provided by local interests. 

Local interests desire improvement of the harbor to provide for a 
safer entrance and the extension of the channel upstream to the high- 
way bridge. 

Juring the period 1952 to 1956, nine serious accidents occurred at 
the mouth of the harbor due to adverse weather which drove the boats 
into the breakwaters. For this reason, local interests desire the outer 
breakwaters for greater protection. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing 
project to provide the overlapping, detached arrowhead breakwater, 
the west section 725 feet long and the east section 225 feet long, both 
to a height of 8 feet above low water datum. 

He also recommends extension of the river channel about 2,250 feet 
upstream from the existing project to a depth of 8 feet with widths 
varying from 100 to 80 feet. 

Based on June 1956 price levels, the Federal cost of the project is 
$474,000, and the non-Federal cost is $365,300, of which $343,000 is a 
cash contribution. 

Annual charges are $34,760. The annual benefits are $107,700. 
This gives an indicated benefit-to-cost ratio of 3.1. 

Local cooperation includes furnishing of all lands, easements and 
rights-of-way; holding and saving the United States free from dam- 
ages; providing and maintaining necessary mooring facilities for 
transient craft, including a public landing open to all on equal terms; 
establishing a competent and properly constituted body empowered 
to regulate the use of the harbor; making necessary alterations to 
utilities; and contributing in cash 42 percent of the initial cost of con- 
struction presently estimated at $343,000. 

The report was referred to the Governor of Ohio, and he concurs in 
the project. The Bureau of the Budget had no objection to the 
submission of the report to Congress. 

That concludes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Fation. Any questions? 

Mr. Smirn. No questions. 

Mr. Fatton. Any questions on my left? 

Mr. Mack. The $343,000 in cash contribution is for the purpose of 
paying the local interests’ share of protecting the pleasure craft, is 
it not ? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, 84 percent of all the benefits from this 
— go to pleasure craft, according to the estimate of the Army 

ngineers, and only 16 percent would go to commercial craft? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; that is approximately correct. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, you are assessing 42 percent or one-half 
of the 84, to the pleasure craft ? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes, sir. Approximately. 

Mr. Mack. If you eliminated all the advantage to pleasure craft the 
project would not be economically justified and the benefit-cost ratio 
would be less ? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. I am not objecting on that ground. I just want that 
point in the record. 

Mr. Fation. Any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson. 

That concludes the projects before this committee for hearing on 
navigation and flood-control features. 


Santa Cruz Harpor, Catir. 


Mr. Mack. Yesterday it was mentioned that they would like to 
have us give consideration to a project if clearance could be had on it. 
I would like to ask General Person if he knows if that project has 
been fully cleared. That was at Santa Cruz, Calif. 

General Person. We have approval from the State of California 
and a conditional approval from the Department of Interior. The 
report is now on its way to the Bureau of the Budget, and it might 
be possible to get it up here. 

Mr. Chairman, if you like, we could present the project here now, 
and then if the Bureau of the Budget acts on it, in view of the Interior 
Department’s conditional approval, it might get to you tomorrow. 
It could not get to you today, sir. But if you care to, we could present 
the data on it at this time. 

Mr. Mack. It is a small project, Mr. Chairman. We could perhaps 
hear it in 5 minutes. 

Mr. Fatton. What is the name of the project ? 

General Person. Santa Cruz Harbor. 


STATEMENT OF MARK HUGHES, JR., PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Hucues. My name is Mark Hughes, Jr., project engineer with 
the Office of Chief of Engineers. 
This is the Santa Cruz Harbor project. Did you want me to go 


ahead ? 
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Mr. Fatuon. Yes. 

Mr. Hueues. The report on Santa Cruz Harbor at Santa Cruz, 
Calif., is in response to section 7 of the River and Harbor Act of 
July 24, 1946. The report of the division and district engineers has 
been completed and reviewed by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors. 

The final comments of the Public Health Service and the State of 
California have been received, and the partial comments of the De- 
portance of Interior have been received. The report, as General 

erson said, is on its way to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Santa Cruz Harbor is on the north shore of Monterey Bay, about 
65 miles south of the entrance to San Francisco Bay. 

There is no existing Corps of Engineers project at Santa Cruz 
Harbor. 

Local interests desire a small-boat harbor for recreational and 
fishing boats. 

The proposed project will provide a protected small-boat harbor 
at Woods Lagoon, adjacent to the city of Santa Cruz. The harbor 
would be approximately 3,000 feet long, and the entrance would be 
protected by jetties. 

The total cost of the project is estimated at $2,576,000, of which 
$1,612,000 is Federal and $964,000 is non-Federal. 

The estimated annual charges for the proposed improvement are 
$155,000, and the estimated annual benefits are $254,540. The bene- 
fit-cost ratio is 1.64. 

Prior to construction of the project, local interests must agree to 
contribute 35.1 percent of the first cost of the jetties, channels, the 
turning basin, and the sand bypassing plant if required. They are 
also required to furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, suitable 
spoil disposal areas, and a source of royalty-free jetty stone, to hold 
and save the United States free from damages, to acquire and hold 
land for construction and public use of the turning basin, to provide 
bulkheads, levees, revetments, relocations, all dredging in the berth- 
ing areas, and to provide suitable marine repair facilities and oper- 
ate and maintain a sand bypassing plant and maintain the entire 
project except for the jetties, with reimbursement from the United 

tates for the actual cost of operation, maintenance, and replacement 
of the bypassing plant up to $35,000 annually, provided that until 
the sand bypassing plant is needed the Federal Government would 
pantain the entrance channel, the interior channel, and the turning 
asin, 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman, unless there are any 
questions. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Mack. All agencies heard from up to this time, which includes 
all agencies except the Budget Bureau, have reported favorably ? 

Mr. Hueues. The report was submitted to the State of California 
and to Federal agencies, the Department of Interior, and the Public 
Health Service. The State of California approves the project. The 
Public Health Service comments were favorable. However, the De- 
partment of Interior’s comments are not final. 

Mr. Mack. Did the Army Engineers approve the project? 
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Mr. Hucues. Yes, they did. 

Mr. Mack. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Cramer. One question. What portion of this benefit is at- 
tributable to pleasure craft, recreational boating ? 

Mr. Hueues. Of the total benefits of $954,540, $161,800 are for 
recreational boating. 

Mr. Mack. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, I will yield in a minute. The balance is attribut- 
able to what? Commercial value? What is the breakdown of com- 
mercial ? 

Mr. Hueues. Well, the local participation is based on the recre- 
ational boating figure I gave you, on party-boat fishing, of which 
the benefits are $3,600, and also on land enhancement, of which the 
benefits are $13,200. The remainder of the benefits are due to in- 
creased fish catch by commercial fishing boats, and to the elimination 
of damages and extra expense to the fishin craft. 

Mr. Cramer. Then about $177,800 is due to recreation, land en- 
hancement, and party boating. Right? 

Mr. Hueues. That is right. That would be it approximately. 

Mr. Cramer. $177,800, i total of $254,000? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Mack. You said 35.1 percent would be made in cash contribu- 
tion ? 

Mr. Hueues. That is right. 

Mr. Mack. Most of that cash contribution is to be made because 
of the pleasure craft, recreational craft, using the harbor, is it not? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Outside of a little bit of land enhancement. 

In other words, you are assessing one-half of the recreational craft 
to the local community, which would mean that the recreational craft 
are to receive about 70 percent of the benefits and the commercial- 
fishing boats about 30 percent ? 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. I am quite familiar with part of this area. Monterey 
there for a great many years handled the largest volume of fish landed 
in any port on the Pacific Coast, due to the pilchard runs in that area. 
It was a very big commercial] ‘fishing area. I think that a certain 
amount of that goes over to this Santa Cruz Harbor. 

Mr. Cramer. The reason I asked the question is that there are a 
number of these projects that were authorized with rather low cost- 
benefit ratios some time ago, at a time when this pleasure craft and 
land enhancement benefit increment was not included by the Army 
Engineers. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Hueues. I am not—— 

Mr. Cramer. This is a recent inclusion ? 

Mr. Hucues. I am not sure on that. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Where there is made land due to fill on the recent 
projects we have taken it into consideration. In some cases in previous 
years it was not taken into consideration. But, on the other hand, 
there are situations in the old projects, too, on which there was no land 
enhancement as a result of that fill. 
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Mr. Cramer. How about the pleasure craft? That is a new 
concept 

Mr. Wernxaurr. This is calculated according to the new concept 
which the committee acted on. 

Mr. Cramer. The question I am getting at is: What would be the 
Army engineers’ attitude about going back and reviewing certain spe- 
cific authorized projects as to the cost benefit and feasibility which, 
when they were initially authorized, did not have these benefit incre- 
ments included ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. If the Congress so directed, we would carry out 
the directive. 

Mr. Cramer. Well, is it necessary for Congress to direct it? 

I have one in my district, the Caloosahatchee. ssappoee I write a 
letter of request that it be considered to be taken off the deferred list 
on the basis of reevaluation of the benefit including these recreational 
craft. 

Mr. We1nxaurr. Mr. Cramer, I would say that, if a change in the 
ag or local cooperation is involved, it would require a resolution 

y Congress for a review of that area in view of the fact that, once 
the project has been acted on and authorized, it is then the law and 
we have no power to change local cooperation except through legis- 
lative channels. 

Mr. Cramer. Of course, you deferred the project without a direc- 
tion from the committee or direction from the Congress. Is that not 
correct? You deferred a series of projects? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. That is true. 

Mr. Cramer. You put them on the deferred list ? 

Mr. Wernxaorr. That is an internal administrative 

Mr. Cramer. You did not get any authorization from the Congress 
or this committee to do that ? 

Mr. Weinxavrr. That is an internal administrative problem, put- 
ting them on the lower priority. 

Mr. Cramer. Now, it is your opinion that in order to get this proj- 
ect off the deferred list—that is, on the basis of considering it with 
the pleasure-craft increment included—— 

r. WermnKaurr. No, sir 

Mr. Cramer. That would require authorizing resolution from this 
committee ? 

Mr. Weinkavurr. No; what I intended to convey, Mr. Cramer, was 
that, if there is any change involved in the conditions of local coopera- 
tion or in the project itself, then an authorizing resolution for a survey 
would be required. 

Taking it off the deferred list and putting it on the active list does 
not require a resolution. 

Mr. Cramer. It does if the request is based upon a reevaluation 
considering the pleasure craft 











Mr. Wernxaurr. That is generally true. 

Mr. Cramer. And land enhancement? Is that not correct? 

Mr. Wreinxavrr. Other than what the project document calls for. 

Mr. Cramer. The reason I call it to the attention of the committee 
is that I think there are a number of projects on the deferred list, and 
I refer to the Caloosahatchee in my district, as an example, where 
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under this new formula it is possible they would be taken off the 
deferred list and put on the active list available for appropriation. 
And I think this committee should consider or suggest that the staff 
should study this problem and present to the committee a list of those 
projects that might be affected favorably by this new formula being 
used. 

As I say, I point to that one as an example. If we are going to treat 
these projects on that basis now, I think we should go bac ck and review 
the other projects that might come into that. 

Mr. Weitnkaurr. Mr. Cramer, when we reevaluate a project as 
distinguished from cost sharing on any of those projects on the deferred 
list or not on the deferred list we take into consideration all benefits. 

Mr. Cramer. But you do not take into consideration pleasure craft 
or land enhancement ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. We take into consideration all benefits, which 
would include any land-enhancement benefits or any recreational-craft 
benefits which may be contributory toward that particular project. 

Mr. Cramer. That is only if it is wittisletned as one of the benefits 
in the initial authorizing legislation ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. The primary legislation does have a bearing. 

Mr. Cramer. Well, let me give the specific example of that river 
project. That was not taken into consideration in authorizing legis- 
iation. Therefore, the cost-benefit ratio was rather low. The benefits 
which determined whether it go on the deferred list or not were also 
low. Therefore, it went on the deferred list. 

Now in order to get it off the deferred list the only opportunity or 
chance of doing it pr resently i is to have included these recreational-craft 
factors which were not included in the initial authorizing legislation. 

Now you have answered previously that would require » authorizing 
legislation or resolution from this committee? 

Mr. WernxAvrr. No, sir. I answered that it would require author- 
izing legislation if there was any change in the items of local coop- 
eration as a result of land enhancement or any other benefits. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to make a comment. 

A great interest has been displayed in California in recent. years, 
and there is small-boat harbors money available for State par- 
ticipation in recreational harbors. Without a doubt, the State was 
able to contribute a sizable amount of money toward this project and 
together with local interests, to come up with a program where the 
harbor could be developed and become a valuable asset to the com- 
munity. Therefore, the benefit from this project today would be much 
greater than it would have been 10 years ago. 

I feel that it is right we should give a reappraisal to many of these 
harbors, because tod: vy they might meet the maximum requirement in 
other areas as well as in California. 

Mr. Dootry. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Doorry. There is no assurance here that the local authorities 
will contribute their share of the costs; is there ? 

Mr. Huenes. They have agreed to. 
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Mr. Dootry. You said there was doubt about it. 

Mr. Hucues. They-have stated that they would. 

Mr. Dootry. They have stated definitely they would ? 

Mr. Hugues. That is right. They passed a resolution to that effect. 

Mr. Dootey. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much. 

I have a statement from Mr. LeRoy Anderson, who asks that it be 
put in the record at the point of the hearing on Lower Sun River. 

If there is no objection, it will go in the record at that point. 

The committee stands adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10 
o’clock, at which time there will be an executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee was adjourned, to be 
reconvened at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 6 ,1958.) 
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